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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY 

 

Project Case Type (s) and Number(s):   PPT220032, GPA220007, CZ220008 
Lead Agency Name:   County of Riverside Planning Department 
Address:  4080 Lemon Street 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501 
Contact Person:   Joseluis Aparicio 
Telephone Number:   (951) 955-6035 
Applicant’s Name:   Ascendant Development Group, LLC, Contact: Keith Tolliver, (951) 833-1283, 
<keith@ascendantdg.com> 
Applicant’s Address:   Post Office Box 2021, San Jacinto, California 92541, 

 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
Project Description:  
 
The Project proposes thirty-six (36) apartment dwelling units located within four (4) buildings that 
are two and three stories tall. The Project site is 2.4 gross acres and is located on the east side 
of Columbia Street between Florida Avenue to the north and Acacia Avenue to the south within 
the sphere of influence (SOI) of the City of Hemet within Unincorporated Riverside County.  
 

The Project requires discretionary permits from the County of Riverside that include a General 
Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zone Change (ZC). The Applicant is requesting the current General 
Plan land use designations of Medium Density Residential (CD-MDR), 2 to 5 dwelling units per 
acre (du/ac) and Light Agriculture (A-1-5) be changed to Very High Density Residential (VHDR), 
14 to 20 du/ac. The western portion of the Project Site is currently Zoned R-3. The Project 
proposes the eastern landlocked portion of the Project Site also be changed from A-1-5 to R-3 
Zoning.  
 

The Project site contains an existing single-family dwelling unit and an accessory dwelling unit 
that is served by an on-site septic system. Removal of these structures will require County 
demolition permits and proper removal and remediation of the below grade septic system by the 
County Health Department. 
 

The Proposed Project net lot area after street dedication is approximately 99,050 square feet 
(SF), The lot coverage of the proposed four residential apartment buildings is approximately 
twenty percent (20% - 20,884 SF). The net density of the Proposed Project is approximately 16 
du/ac. The Project complies with all County of Riverside R-3 zoning requirements for lot area, 
building coverage, number of stories, building height, distance between buildings, and front, side 
and rear yard setbacks. 
 

Building 1 is two stories and contains eight (8) one bedroom units. Building 2 is two stories and 
contains eight (8) three bedroom units. Building 3 is three stories and contains twelve (12) two 
bedroom units. Building 4 is two stories and contains four (4) two bedroom units and four (4) 
three bedroom units. A typical one bedroom unit contains 892 SF and a patio or balcony of 74 
SF. A typical two bedroom unit contains 1,033 SF and a patio or balcony of 110 SF. A typical 
three bedroom unit contains 1,241 SF and a patio or balcony of 105 SF. There is a 250 SF 
Manager’s Office located in the west side of Building 1. Amenities include a tot lot play area and 
three (3) areas with covered picnic tables and barbeques.  
 

Required and proposed parking for residents, guests and deliveries is summarized as follows: 
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92 Proposed 
Number of Units 

County 
Required 

Parking Ratio 

County 
Required 
Spaces 

One Bedroom 8 1.25 10 
Two Bedroom 16 2.25 36 

Three 
Bedroom 

12 2.75 33 

                                                                  
Totals Required Spaces                79         
                                                       
Total Proposed Spaces                 90* 
 
There are 37 covered spaces and 53 open spaces, This includes 4 ADA Van Accessible Spaces 
and 3 EV Charging Spaces 

 
A. Type of Project:   Site Specific ;     Countywide ;     Community ;     Policy . 

 
B. Total Project Area:   2.41 gross acres 

 
Residential Acres:   2.41 Lots:   1 Units:   36 Projected No. of Residents:   100 
Commercial Acres:         Lots:         Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:         Est. No. of Employees:         
Industrial Acres:         Lots:         Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:         Est. No. of Employees:         
Other:            

 
C. Assessor’s Parcel No(s):   438-220-002 

 
Street References:   The Project site located on the east side of Columbia Street between Florida 
Avenue to the north and Acacia Avenue to the south. The address of the property is 25914 Columbia 
Street, Hemet, California 92541 
 

D. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description:  See 
attached Legal Description 

 
E. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its 

surroundings:   North: Desert Hills Memory Care Center, Multi-Family and Single Family 
Residential and Commercial uses along both sides of Florida Avenue. City of Hemet along the 
north side of Florida Avenue.   East; Vacant land and the Lighthouse Townhome Apartments 
along the west side of Cornel Street within the City of Hemet.  South: Multi-Family and Single 
Family Residential along Acacia Avenue.  West: Park Columbia Apartments, Trinity Lutheran 
Church and Multi-family Residential along Columbia Street with Commercial along Florida 
Avenue and Multi-Family Residential along Acacia Avenue. 

 
The City of Hemet’s jurisdictional boundary is the centerline of Columbia Street, adjacent to the 
Project Site to the west, and along the centerline of Florida Avenue, north of the Project Site that 
contain commercial uses on both sides of the street. 

F. Other Public Agency Involvement and Required Permits: State of California Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board; Lake Hemet Municipal Water District. 

 

II. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 
 

A. General Plan Elements/Policies: 

 
1. Land Use:  The current General Plan land use is CD-MDR, Medium Density Residential, 2 

to 5 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). The Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment 
to Very High Density Residential (VHDR), 14 to 20 du/ac. The current General Plan Land 

□ □ □ 
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Use Designation is inconsistent with the current Zoning. The western portion of the Project 
Site is currently Zoned R-3. The eastern landlocked portion of the Project Site is zoned Light 
Agriculture A-1-5. The Applicant is requesting a Zone Chane of the A-1-5 Zoning to R-3 for 
this residential infill project. 
 

2. Circulation:  The Project site is 2.41 gross acres and is located on the east side of Columbia 
Street between Florida Avenue to the north and Acacia Avenue to the south. The Project 
proposes half-width improvements to the east side of Columbia Street to this designated 
100-foot collector street right-of-way. Interior circulation has been design to meet all Fire 
Department turning movement requirements. 

 

3. Multipurpose Open Space: The Project Site does not have a land use designation that is 
intended to preserve multipurpose open space resources. The Proposed Project does not 
interfere with the goals or policies set forth in the County General Plan Multipurpose Open 
Space Element. 

 
4. Safety:  The Proposed Project is not located in a floodplain or a fault zone. The Project Site 

is not located in an area susceptible to liquefaction and seismically-induced landslides. The 
Project Site is not located in an area designated as a very high wildland fire area. The 
proposed Project meets all other applicable Safety Element policies. 

 
5. Noise:  The Proposed Project would permanently incrementally increase the ambient noise 

levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. However, noise levels 
are expected to remain below the County’s exterior daytime noise threshold of 65 dBA and 
the County’s nighttime exterior noise threshold of 45 dBA. Short-term construction impacts 
will comply with all Riverside County hours of construction limitations. 

 
6. Housing:  The application is requesting the development of thirty-six (36) multi-family 

dwelling units in four buildings within the 2.41 gross acre Project Site. The General Plan 
Amendment is requesting a land use designation of Community Development: Very High 
Density Residential (CD:VHDR) that would allow from 14 to 20 dwelling units per acre. The 
proposed 36-unit apartment Project results in approximately 15 dwelling units per acre 
(du/ac). The Zone Change is requesting the eastern landlocked portion of the Project Site 
be changed from A-1-5 Light Agriculture to R-3, Multi-family Residential, the same as the R-
3 Zoning that currently exists on the western portion of the Project Site.  

 

The requested General Plan Amendment would result in the removal of two (2) existing 
dwelling units. They would be replaced by 36 new dwelling units (apartments), a net increase 
of 34 dwelling units. The Project would displace six (6) persons who occupy the two existing 
units. This includes a family of five in the larger unit and a single person in the accessory 
unit.  

 
7. Air Quality:  The Proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin. According 

to the Project’s Air Quality Technical Study, the Proposed Project will meet all South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) standards and thresholds with incorporation of 
sustainable design and compliance with SCAQMD regulations. 

 
8. Healthy Communities:  The Proposed Project meets all applicable Healthy Community 

element policies. 
 

a) Environmental Justice Summary:  See attached completed Environmental Justice 
Form 

 
B. General Plan Area Plan(s):   San Jacinto Valley Area Plan, Community of East Hemet, Land 

Use Designation: Community Development Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR). 
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C. Foundation Component(s):  The Riverside County General Plan – San Jacinto Valley Area 
Plan Land Use Plan, adopted in December 2016, designates the Project Site as Community 
Development Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR). This land use designation allows a 
density of from two (2) to five (5) dwelling units per acre. The Riverside County Zoning Code 
designates the eastern portion of the Project Site as R-3, Multi-family Residential, the western 
landlocked portion of the Project Site is Zoned A-1-5, Light Agriculture. 

 

California Government Code Section 65860 requires a county’s zoning ordinance to be 
consistent with the general plan. In order to eliminate the current inconsistency identified above, 
and to aid in the County’s California Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation 
requirements, the Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zone Change 
(ZC).  The General Plan Amendment is requesting a land use designation of Community 
Development: Very High Density Residential (CD:VHDR) that would allow from 14 to 20 dwelling 
units per acre. The proposed 36-unit apartment Project on 2.41 gross acres results in 15 dwelling 
units per acre (du/ac). The Zone Change is requesting the eastern landlocked portion of the 
Project Site be changed from A-1-5, Light Agriculture to R-3, Multi-family Residential, the same 
as the R-3 Zoning that currently exists on the western portion of the property. 
 

D. Land Use Designation(s):  See response C. Above. 
 

E. Overlay(s), if any:  Environmental Justice Overlay. See attached Environmental Justice Form. 
 

F. Policy Area(s), if any:   Valley Vista/East Hemet 
 

G. Adjacent and Surrounding: 
 

1. General Plan Area Plan(s):  San Jacinto Valley Area Plan; Community of East Hemet 
 

2. Foundation Component(s):  The Riverside County General Plan – San Jacinto Valley Area 
Plan Land Use Plan, adopted in December 2016, designates the Project Site as Community 
Development Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR). This land use designation allows a 
density of from two (2) to five (5) dwelling units per acre. 

 
Land Use Designation(s):  Zoning: Winchester Zoning District 
 

1. General Residential (R-3), Light Agriculture, five-acre minimum (A-1-5) – 2.41 acres 
 

2. Overlay(s), if any:  None  
 

3. Policy Area(s), if any:  Valley Vista/East Hemet 
 

B. Adopted Specific Plan Information 
 

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any:   San Jacinto Valley Area Plan; Community of 
East Hemet 

 

2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: Valley Vista/East Hemet: This 
community is an urban extension to the east from the City of Hemet. It has a core of older 
single family and multi-family residential development, interspersed with mobile homes on 
small lots. Florida Avenue, lined with locally oriented businesses and commercial uses, 
bisects this community. This area also includes Hemet High School. Some vacant land still 
exists within this community to accommodate further infill development of both a residential 
and commercial nature. 

 

Existing Zoning:   Zoning: Winchester Zoning District 
 

A. General Residential (R-3), Light Agriculture, five-acre minimum (A-1-5) 
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B. Proposed Zoning, if any:   General Residential (R-3), 
 

C. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning:   General Residential (R-2 and R-3) south of Florida 
Avenue and Commercial Retail (CR) along Florida Avenue. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

 
The environmental factors checked below ( x ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 
 Agriculture & Forest Resources  Hydrology / Water Quality  Transportation 
 Air Quality  Land Use / Planning  Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities / Service Systems 
 Cultural Resources  Noise  Wildfire 
 Energy  Paleontological Resources  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
 

 Geology / Soils  Population / Housing 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 

 
 
IV. DETERMINATION 

 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT 

PREPARED 

  I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project, described in this document, 
have been made or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

  I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 
A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED 

   I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, NO 

NEW ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION IS REQUIRED because (a) all potentially significant 
effects of the proposed project have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative 
Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, (b) all potentially significant effects of the proposed 
project have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (c) the 
proposed project will not result in any new significant environmental effects not identified in the earlier 
EIR or Negative Declaration, (d) the proposed project will not substantially increase the severity of the 
environmental effects identified in the earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (e) no considerably different 
mitigation measures have been identified and (f) no mitigation measures found infeasible have 
become feasible. 

   I find that although all potentially significant effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, some changes or additions are 
necessary but none of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162 
exist.  An ADDENDUM to a previously-certified EIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and 
will be considered by the approving body or bodies. 

   I find that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 
15162 exist, but I further find that only minor additions or changes are necessary to make the previous 
EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation; therefore a SUPPLEMENT TO THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required that need only contain the information necessary to 
make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. 

□ 

□ 

LJ 

□ 

□ 
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    I find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations, 
Section 15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1) 
Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR 
or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have 
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require 
major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or (3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any the following:(A)  The project will have 
one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;(B)  
Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous 
EIR or negative declaration;(C)  Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, 
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or,(D)  Mitigation 
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR or 
negative declaration would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives. 

 
 
 
   
Signature  Date 

  For:  John Hildebrand 
        Planning Director 

Printed Name   
 
  

Joseluis Aparicio

January 14, 2026

-1Jr1/ 

□ 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT 

 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed project to determine any 
potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and 
implementation of the project.  In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section 15063, this 
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside, in 
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the proposed project.  The 
purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of 
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project. 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

AESTHETICS  Would the project:     
1. Scenic Resources 

a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway 
corridor within which it is located? 

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique or 
landmark features; obstruct any prominent scenic vista or 
view open to the public; or result in the creation of an 
aesthetically offensive site open to public view? 

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site 
and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage points.) If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

    

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure C-8 “Scenic Highways”. Phase I Cultural Resources 
Assessment for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR 200034, Riverside County, California, 
APN 438-220-002, Brain F. Smith and Associates, Inc, February 2022; Phase I Cultural Resources 
Assessment for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR200034, 
Riverside County, California, Appendix B, Brian F. Smith, Inc. March 2022. 
 

1.a): SCENIC HIGHWAYS 
 

Figure C-8, “Scenic Highways” within Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan and the 
documentation within the Project’s Cultural Resources Assessment documents that the Project Site on 
Columbia Street is not located on or near a City, County or state designated scenic corridor or scenic 
vista. 
 

Findings of Fact 1.a): The Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan Figure C-8, “Scenic 
Highways” and the Project’s Cultural Resources Assessment document that the Project Site on 
Columbia Street is not located on or near a City, County or state designated scenic corridor or scenic 
vista. Based on this documentation, the Project has no impact on a City or County designated scenic 
vista. There will be no impact. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

1.b): SCENIC RESOURCES DAMAGE 
 

The Project Site is currently occupied by two structures that date back to the 1930s. These structures 
have been evaluated by a qualified architectural historian who has prepared detailed evaluation and 
the main residence at 25914 Columbia Street does not convey a distinctive architectural style. The 
simple low-pitched front gabled home with a full-width porch is reminiscent of Craftsman style homes 
that generally predate the construction of this residence (McAlester 2015). However multiple 
modifications to the home, including an addition to the east façade, covering the entire exterior in stucco, 
and replacement of windows and doors, has removed almost all potentially original character defining 
features. Only the southern façade still contains original double-hung wood sashed windows. Further, 
it appears as though the original front door on the western façade has been replaced by a modern 
sliding door. The Project Site does not contain any protected trees resources, rock outcroppings or 
significant historic buildings that would be considered a unique landmark feature. The Project Site is 
not located within or near a state scenic highway or a County scenic corridor. As with the main 
residence, the ancillary structure turned secondary residence, does not convey a distinct architectural 
style. The building is also clad primarily in stucco with all modern windows. The roof line has been 
severely altered to a shed style roof with the original walls extended by use of pressboard. The Project 
Site is located adjacent to other residential uses of similar scale and would not create an aesthetically 
offensive site open to public view. 
 

Findings of Fact 1.b): Based on this documentation the Project will not substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, tress, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway. Impacts are less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
1.c): PUBLIC VIEWS IN NON-URBANIZED AREAS 
 

The Project Site is located in an urbanized area with adjacent and nearby multi-family residential, single 
family residential, a church, an Alzheimer’s Care Center and commercial uses along Florida Avenue. 
The site is one-half block south of Florida Avenue, which is the main highway through Downtown Hemet. 
This development represents an infill Project similar in density to existing adjacent and nearby 
multifamily residential Projects in the City of Hemet and in Riverside County. The Proposed Project is 
requesting a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change that will allow a higher density residential 
development that is similar in intensity to existing adjacent and nearby multifamily residential Projects. 
Public views of the Project Site are limited to approximately 132 feet of frontage along Columbia Street. 
The Project’s Landscape Plans propose thirty-six (36) 24-inch box trees and over eight hundred (800) 
foundation shrubs, accents, groundcovers, vines, and turf in flats and containers that range  from 1 to 
5 gallons. The significant building setback from Columbia Street and proposed landscaping will 
effectively screen the development from the adjacent public right-of-way. 
 

Findings of Fact 1.c): Based on this documentation, the Project will not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings in this urbanized area. Impacts are 
less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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2. Mt. Palomar Observatory 

a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar 
Observatory, as protected through Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655? 

    

Source(s):   GIS database, Ord. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution) 
 

2.a): Mt. PALOMAR LIGHT POLLUTION 
 

The Columbia Heights Apartment Project is located approximately 27 miles north of the Mt. Palomar 
Observatory and subject to Ordinance 655 Zone B requirements. The Applicant shall obtain approval 
of a Final Lighting Plan that complies with Ordinance 655, Section 6, Requirements for lamp source 
and shielding of light emissions for all outdoor lighting fixtures in Zone B, Lamp Type and Shielding 
Requirements Per Class I and Class II Fixtures, and with Section 7, Requirements for work in Zone B 
involving nonexempt outdoor light fixtures that includes evidence that the proposed work will comply 
with the following: The submission shall contain, but not be limited to, the following:  

A. The location of the site where the outdoor light fixtures will be installed;  
B. Plans indicating the location and type of fixtures on the premises;  
C. A description of the outdoor light fixtures, including, but not limited to, manufacturer's catalog cuts 
and drawings.  

 
The above required plans and descriptions shall be sufficiently complete to enable the County to readily 
determine whether compliance with the requirements of this ordinance will be secured. If such plans 
and descriptions cannot enable this ready determination, by reason of the nature or configuration of the 
devices, fixtures or lamps proposed, the applicant shall submit further evidence of compliance enabling 
such determination prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 

Findings of Fact 2.a): Impacts will be less than significant with Mitigation Measure MM-AES -1 that 
incorporates mitigation/conditions of approval in compliance with the requirements of Riverside County 
Ordinance 655. Based on this documentation, the Project will not interfere with the nighttime use of the 
Mt. Palomar Observatory, and nighttime use is protected through compliance with Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655. 
 

Mitigation; 
 
MM_AES-1:  The Applicant shall obtain approval of a Final Lighting Plan that complies with Ordinance 

No. 655, Section 6, Requirements for lamp source and shielding of light emissions for all 
outdoor lighting fixtures in Zone B, Lamp Type and Shielding Requirements Per Class I 
and Class II Fixtures, and with Section 7, Requirements for work in Zone B involving 
nonexempt outdoor light fixtures that includes evidence that the proposed work will 
comply with the following: The submission shall contain, but not be limited to, the 
following:  
A. The location of the site where the outdoor light fixtures will be installed;  
B. Plans indicating the location and type of fixtures on the premises;  
C. A description of the outdoor light fixtures, including, but not limited to, manufacturer's 
catalog cuts and drawings. 
D. Plans that document outdoor lighting does not create a new source of substantial light 
or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or cause glare 
that reduces vision or momentary blindness. 

□ □ □ 



 

 Page 29   

E. Plans that document outdoor lighting does not expose adjacent or surrounding 
residential property to light trespass or excessive light levels. 
F. Plans that demonstrate that shielding of an outdoor luminaire by opaque components 
or materials, such that light rays are limited to the parcel of origin and the light source is 
not visible from another property or public right-of-way. 

 
The above required plans and descriptions shall be sufficiently complete to enable the County to readily 
determine whether compliance with the requirements of this ordinance will be secured. If such plans and 
descriptions cannot enable this ready determination, by reason of the nature or configuration of the 
devices, fixtures or lamps proposed, the applicant shall submit further evidence of compliance enabling 
such determination prior to the issuance of a building permit. The Project’s architect or the lighting 
contractor shall obtain approval of a lighting plan as a part of the building permit application that 
documents compliance with Mitigation Measure MM-AES-1 prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 

Prior to the issuance of an occupancy and use permit, County Building and Safety Department and/or 
Code Enforcement staff shall inspect all outdoor lighting to ensure there is no offsite outdoor lighting 
leakage on adjacent or nearby properties. If future outdoor lighting complaints are filed after Project 
completion, the Riverside County Sheriff and Code Enforcement Departments will investigate and 
ensure compliance with Ordinance No. 655. 

Monitoring: Monitoring shall be conducted by Riverside County’s Building and Safety Department 
through the plan check and inspection process. 
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

3. Other Lighting Issues 

a) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

    

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light 
levels?     

 

Source(s):   On-site Inspection, Project Application Description and Conceptual Lighting Plan. 
 

3.a): CREATE NEW SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT OR GLARE 
 

The Project is required to comply with the requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 915, which 
found that inadequately shielded outdoor lighting results in a waste of natural resources and light 
trespass. This Ordinance provides minimum requirements for outdoor lighting in order to reduce light 
trespass, and to protect the health, property, and well-being of residents in unincorporated areas of the 
County. 
 

In order to comply with the requirements set forth by Ordinance No. 915, this Project must receive 
approval of a Final Lighting Plan prior to the issuance of a building permit that demonstrates new light 
sources of substantial light or glare which could adversely affect day and nighttime views will be less 
than significant with compliance with Mitigation Measure MM-AES-1 set forth in the Aesthetics Section 
2, sub-sections A. through F. above. 
 

Prior to the issuance of an occupancy and use permit, County Building Department and/or Code 
Enforcement staff shall inspect all outdoor lighting to ensure there is no offsite outdoor lighting leakage 
on adjacent or nearby properties. If future outdoor lighting complaints are filed after Project completion, 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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the Riverside County Sheriff and Code Enforcement Departments will investigate and ensure 
compliance with Ordinance No. 915. 
 

After Project completion, a determination of light trespass can be made by observation of the non-
conforming luminaries from a complaining party’s property. A “complaining party” may be either an 
owner or occupant of private property or a public entity.  
 

Findings of Fact 3.a):   Based on Mitigation Measure MM-AES-1, and based on County monitoring 
requirements, the Project will not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area or expose residential property to unacceptable light levels. 
 

3.b): Unacceptable Residential Light Levels 
 

See responses to 2,a) and 3.a) above. Unacceptable light levels on adjacent and surrounding 
residential properties will be less significant with compliance with Mitigation Measure MM-AES-1 and 
approval of a final Lighting Plan prior to the issuance of a building permit.  
 

Findings of Fact 3.b): Based upon the documentation in Sections 2.a), 3.a) and 3.b) above, the Project 
will not expose residential property to unacceptable light levels. 
 

Mitigation:  Refer to Mitigation Measure MM-AES-1 in Section 2.a), above.  
 

Monitoring: Included in Mitigation Measure MM-AES-1 in Section 2.a), above. 
 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
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No 
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AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES Would the project: 
4. Agriculture 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural 
use or with land subject to a Williamson Act contract or land 
within a Riverside County Agricultural Preserve? 

    

c) Cause development of non-agricultural uses within 
300 feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No. 625 
“Right-to-Farm”)? 

    

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

    

 

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2 “Agricultural Resources,” GIS database, 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, USGS Historical Aerial 
Photographs; Project Application Materials. 
 

4.a): CONVERT PRIME FARMLAND TO NON-FARMLAND  
 

The Project Site is designated as urban-built up land according to Riverside County GIS and is located 
in an urban infill area surrounded by residential, institutional and commercial uses. There is no existing 
farmland currently on the property. 
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Findings of Fact: 4.a): Based on this documentation, there will be no impacts because the Project Site 
does not contain any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
of the California Resources Agency 
 

4.b): CONFLICT WITH AGRICULTURAL ZONONG, USE OR LAND SUBJECT TO A WILLIAMSON 
ACT 
 

The Project Site contains less than one acre parcel that is zoned A-1-5, Light Agriculture. This eastern 
portion of the Project Site is landlocked and has a General Plan and Area Plan land use designation for 
residential use, USGS Historical Aerial Photographs dating back from to 1939 and 1953 do show an 
agricultural use (trees) located on the western portion of the Project Site (See Exhibits 13 and 14 in the 
Cultural Resources Section). However, this use was removed in the 1960s and has not been used for 
agricultural purposes for over fifty years. The Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2 does not 
show the Project Site is subject to a Williamson Act contract or land within a Riverside County 
Agricultural Preserve. The Applicant is requesting a zone change for this parcel to an R-3 residential 
use, consistent with zoning on the western portion of the Project Site.  
 

Finding of Fact 4.b): Based on this information, the Project does not conflict with existing agricultural 
zoning, agricultural use or with land subject to a Williamson Act contract or land within a Riverside 
County Agricultural Preserve and is considered a less than significant impact. 
 

4.c): CAUSE DEVELOPMENT OF NON-AGRICULTURAL USES WITHIN 300 FEET OF 
AGRICULTURALLY ZONED PROPERTY  
 
The portion of the Project Site currently zoned for light agriculture is a landlocked parcel surrounded by 
residential uses and has not been used for agricultural uses for over fifty years (see documentation in 
4.b above). The agricultural zoning on this portion of the Project Site is inconsistent with the General 
Plan and San Jacinto Area Plan designation of Community Development Medium Density Residential 
(CD:MDR). The Applicant is requesting a zone change for this parcel to an R-3 residential use, 
consistent with zoning on the western portion of the Project Site.  
 

Findings of Fact: 4.c): Based on this information, the Project does not cause development of non-
agricultural uses within 300 feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No. 625 “Right-to-Farm”) 
and is considered a less than significant impact. 
 

4.d): INVOLVE CHANGES RESULTING IN CONVERSION OF FARMLAND TO NON-AGRICULTURAL 
USE 
 
As stated in 4.c) above, the portion of the Project Site currently zoned for light agriculture is a landlocked 
parcel surrounded by residential uses and has not been used for agricultural uses for over forty years. 
The agricultural zoning on this portion of the Project Site is inconsistent with the General Plan and San 
Jacinto Area Plan designation of Community Development Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR). The 
Project Site is designated as urban built-up land and not designated by the County as any type of 
farmland use. 
 

Findings of Fact: 4.d): Based on this documentation, the Project does not involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to 
non-agricultural use, and is considered a less than significant impact. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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5. Forest 

a) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Govt. Code section 51104(g))? 

    

b) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

    

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in con-
version of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

 

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-3a “Forestry Resources Western Riverside 
County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” Figure OS-3b “Forestry Resources Eastern Riverside 
County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” Project Application Materials 
 

5.a): CONFLICT WITH ZONING FOR, OR CAUSE REZONING OF FOREST LAND OR TIMBERLAND  
 

The current County General Plan Land Use designation for the Project Site is residential and further 
designated as urban-built up land and is not designated for any type of farmland use. Figure OS-3a 
“Forestry Resources Western Riverside County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” Figure OS-3b 
“Forestry Resources Eastern Riverside County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas of the General 
Plan documents the Project Site does not include the site as a forest or a forest recreation area, and 
does not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland 
zoned Timberland Production.  
 

Findings of Fact: 5.a) Based on the current County General Plan Land Use designation, and based on 
Figure OS-3a “Forestry Resources Western Riverside County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” 
Figure OS-3b “Forestry Resources Eastern Riverside County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas of 
the General Plan, this documentation confirms the Project Site does not include the site as a forest or 
a forest recreation area, the Prosed Project does not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Govt. Code 
section 51104(g)).  
 

5.b) RESULT IN THE LOSS OF FOREST LAND OR CONVERSION OF FOREST LAND TO NON-
FOREST USE 
 

The Project Site is located in an urban infill area of the County just outside the City of Hemet and is 
surrounded by residential, commercial and institutional urban uses. The County General Plan referred 
to in Finding of Fact 5.a) above states the Project Site is not located within or near forest or timber 
resource land, and the Prosed Project does not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use. 
 

Findings of Fact: 5.b)  Based on the County General Plan sources referred to in Finding of Fact 5.a) 
above, the Proposed Project does not Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ 



 

 Page 33   

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
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AIR QUALITY Would the project: 
6. Air Quality Impacts 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors, which are located within 
one (1) mile of the project site, to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?     

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (“CAP”) 2019 
Update, SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Focused Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Analysis for the Columbia Heights Residential Development, County of Riverside, California, Greve and 
Associates, Inc,; March 2022. 
 

a) 6.a) AIR QUALITY PLAN 
b)  

INTRODUCTION 
 

The firm of Greve and Associates prepared the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Assessment 
for the 2.4- acre Columbia Heights Residential Development. The Project Site is located within the 
unincorporated region of western Riverside County, California. The purpose of this study is to document 
established air quality thresholds of significance, identify short-term construction and long-term 
operational impacts on local and regional environments. This Technical Study is incorporated by 
reference and included as Appendix A of this Environmental Assessment Form – Initial Study. 
 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD): Local air districts are responsible 
for preparing the portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) applicable within their boundaries. SIPs 
are comprehensive plans that describe how an area will attain National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). The 2022 SCAQMP will be the portion of the SIP for the Los Angeles Basin and Coachella 
Valley.6 The South Coast AQMD has primary authority to reduce local emissions by adopting control 
regulations for stationary sources. Stationary sources include point sources, such as power plants and 
refineries, and selected area sources, such as gas stations, dry cleaners, and paints and coatings. The 
South Coast AQMD also has limited authority to address mobile sources through incentive programs 
and implementation of indirect source and transportation control measures (e.g., employee ridesharing 
rules). Mobile source emissions such as cars, trucks, trains, and off-road vehicles and equipment are 
instead regulated primarily by State and federal authorities. Ships and airplanes are regulated primarily 
by international authorities. 
 

The documentation below demonstrates that the resulting short-term construction and long-term 
operational air quality impacts are less than significant and do not exceed established thresholds of 
significance. Given that the focus of the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan focuses on large scale 
stationary source emissions and that mobile source emissions are regulated primarily by State and 
federal authorities and given that the analysis below of the 36 unit apartment Project has impacts well 
below thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD, this size and scale of the Proposed 
Project has less than significant impact on SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan with 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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incorporation of standard SCAQMD conditions of approval and best management practices (BMPs) 
incorporated into the construction and operational processes. 
 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Regional Air Quality:  In their "1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook”, the SCAQMD has established 
significance thresholds to assess the impact of Project related air pollutant emissions.  Table 1 presents 
these significance thresholds.  There are separate thresholds for short-term construction and long-term 
operational emissions.  A Project with daily emission rates below these thresholds is considered to have 
a less than significant effect on air quality.  
 

Table 1 

SCAQMD Thresholds of Significance 

 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs./day) 
 CO ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Construction 550 75 100 150 55 150 

Operation 550 55 55 150 55 150 
           Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 

As part of the SCAQMD’s environmental justice program, attention was focused on localized effects of 
air quality.  In accordance with Governing Board direction, SCAQMD staff developed localized 
significance threshold (LST) methodology and mass rate look-up tables by Source Receptor Area (SRA) 
that can be used to determine whether or not a Project may generate significant adverse localized air 
quality impacts.  LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a Project that will not cause or contribute 
to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard and are 
developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area.  The 
LST methodology is described in “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology” updated in 2009 
by the SCAQMD and is available at the SCAQMD website: 

(http://aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html). 

The LST mass rate look-up tables provided by the SCAQMD allow one to determine if the daily 
emissions for proposed construction or operational activities could result in significant localized air 
quality impacts.  If the calculated on-site emissions for the proposed construction or operational 
activities are below the LST emission levels found on the LST mass rate look-up tables and no 
potentially significant impacts are found to be associated with other environmental issues, then the 
proposed construction or operation activity is not significant for local air quality.  

The LST mass rate look-up tables are applicable to the following pollutants only: oxides of nitrogen 
(NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM10), 
and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5).  LSTs are derived based on the location of the 
activity (i.e., the source/receptor area); the emission rates of NOX, CO, PM2.5 and PM10; and the 
distance to the nearest exposed individual.   

The LST methodology presents mass emission rates for each SRA, Project sizes of 1, 2, and 5 acres, 
and nearest receptor distances of 25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meters.  For Project sizes between the 
values given, or with receptors at distances between the given receptor distances, the methodology 
uses linear interpolation to determine the thresholds.  If receptors are within 25 meters (82 feet) of the 
site, the methodology document says that the threshold for the 25-meter distance should be used. 

The Project is located in Source Receptor Area (SRA) 28, the Hemet/San Jacinto Valley SRA.  The 
nearest existing sensitive land use is a residence south of the Project Site with only a 10 foot (3 meter) 
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setback from the property, and it is less than 25 meters from significant construction areas.  Table 2 
summarizes the LSTs for construction and operation.   

Table 2 

Localized Significance Thresholds at the Nearest Receptors 

 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs./day) 
Description NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Construction Activities 246 1,178 8 4 

Operations 248 1.178 2 1 
                  Source: Greve & Associates 

 

The thresholds listed in Table 2 are based on a 2.27 net acre site and a 25 meter (82 feet) distance.  A 
Project with daily emission rates below the thresholds during construction and operation is considered 
to have a less than significant effect on regional air quality. As compared to Table 1, Table 2 shows the 
36 unit apartment Project has impacts well below thresholds of significance established by the 
SCAQMD, This size and scale of the Proposed Project has less than significant impact on SCAQMD’s 
overall Air Quality Management Plan with incorporation of standard conditions of approval and best 
management practices (BMPs) incorporated into the construction and operational processes. 
 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS  
 

Temporary impacts can result from Project construction activities.  Air pollutants are emitted by 
construction equipment and fugitive dust is generated during grading and construction.  

Emissions during the phases of construction were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod version 2020.4.0).  CalEEMod is a computer program developed by the SCAQMD 
in conjunction with the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  The model calculates emissions for 
construction and operation of various projects.  For on-road vehicular emissions, the CalEEMod model 
utilizes the latest EMFAC emission rates that have also been developed by CARB. 

Regional Emissions Due to Construction:. CalEEMod considers the following phases in its calculation 
of construction emissions; demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and 
painting.   Import or export of soil is not anticipated for this Project.  The best estimate is that construction 
would begin mid-2023, and last about 1 year.  The number of acres, dwelling units, parking spaces, and 
other key elements of the Project were input into the CalEEMod to generate the estimate of emissions.  
It was assumed that the overlap between construction phases would be minimal.  No mitigation is 
assumed for this analysis except for watering the site three times a day during grading operations.  
Watering of the site during earth moving operations is a requirement and standard condition of approval 
of the SCAQMD.  CalEEMod printouts are included in the Appendix of the Air Quality Technical  
 

Table 3 presents the results of the total emissions calculations for the construction activities discussed 
above.  The highest construction emissions are presented below and represent a worst-case scenario.  
No mitigation is included in the emissions presented below except for the standard condition of watering 
during grading.  The projected emissions are compared to the Significance Thresholds described in 
Table 1  The CalEEMod printouts are included in the Appendix of the Air Quality Technical Study. 
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Table 3 

Peak Construction Emissions by Construction Activity  
Pollutant Emissions (lbs./day) 

 
Activity ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition 1.5 14.4 13.9 0.0 0.9 0.7 

Site Preparation 1.3 14.3 10.0 0.0 1.3 0.6 

Grading 1.4 14.5 9.0 0.0 3.5 1.9 

Building Const. 1.9 14.1 15.6 0.0 1.1 0.7 

Paving 1.1 8.1 12.2 0.0 0.6 0.4 

Architectural Coating 23.6 1.2 2.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 
       

Max. Daily Emissions 23.6 14.5 15.6 0.0 3.5 1.9 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
         Source: Greve & Associate 
 

Findings of Fact: 6.a.1): Based on the analysis above and the documentation contained in Tables 1, 2 
and 3 above, the projected construction emissions are all well below the significance thresholds 
established by the SCAQMD. This size and scale of the Proposed Project has less than significant 
impact on SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan with incorporation of standard conditions of 
approval and best management practices (BMPs) incorporated into the construction and operational 
processes.  Therefore, there will be no significant regional air quality impacts due to construction that 
significantly affect implementation of the SCAQMD 2022 Air Quality Management Plan. 
 
Local Air Quality Impacts Due to Construction:  The on-site construction emissions were calculated 
utilizing CalEEMod. The emissions presented in Table 4 are those that would be emitted from activity 
within the Project Site. The total on-site construction emissions are compared to the Localized 
Significance Thresholds (LSTs) described previously. Worksheets showing the emission calculations 
are presented in the CalEEMod printouts included in the Appendix of the Air Quality Assessment 
Technical Study. 
 

Table 4 

On-Site Daily Emissions by Construction Activity  

 
Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Activity NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition 14.3 13.5 0.7 0.6 

Site Preparation 14.3 9.8 1.2 0.6 

Grading 14.5 8.7 3.4 1.9 

Building Const. 13.6 14.2 0.6 0.6 

Paving 8.1 11.7 0.4 0.4 

Architectural Coating 1.2 1.8 0.1 0.1 

 

Max. Daily Emissions 14.5 14.2 3.4 1.9 

SCAQMD Thresholds 246 1,178 8 4 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No 
                Source: Greve & Associate 
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Findings of Fact: 6.a.2): Based on the local air quality Impacts due to construction and the analysis 
contained in Table 3, none of the emissions will exceed the LST significance thresholds.  Therefore, 
the nearby residences will not be adversely affected during construction.  Local air quality impacts 
during construction have been documented as less than significant and do not significantly affect 
implementation of the SCAQMD 2022 Air Quality Management Plan. This size and scale of the 
Proposed Project has less than significant impact on SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan 
with incorporation of standard conditions of approval and best management practices (BMPs) 
incorporated into the construction and operational processes. 
  
Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions During Construction: In 1998, the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines (Diesel Particulate Matter or DPM) as a 
Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC).  It is assumed that the majority of the heavy construction equipment 
utilized during construction would be diesel fueled and emit DPM. 
 

Impacts from toxic substances are related to cumulative exposure and are assessed over a 70-year 
period.  Cancer risk is expressed as the maximum number of new cases of cancer projected to occur 
in a population of one million people due to exposure to the cancer-causing substance over a 70-year 
lifetime (California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment, Guide to Health Risk Assessment.)   

Findings of Fact: 6.a.3):Grading for the Project, when the peak diesel exhaust emissions would occur, 
is expected to take approximately 3 months with all construction expected to be completed in about 1 
year.  Because of the relatively short duration of construction compared to a 70-year lifespan, diesel 
emissions resulting from the construction of the Project, including truck traffic associated with the 
construction, are not expected to result in a significant impact. This size and scale of the Proposed 
Project has less than significant impact on SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan with 
incorporation of standard conditions of approval and best management practices (BMPs) incorporated 
into the construction and operational processes. 
 

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 
 

Regional Operational Impacts:  Air pollutant emissions due to the Project were calculated using the 
CalEEMod program.  The program calculated operational emissions for the proposed Project.  The 
primary source of emissions generated by the proposed Project will be from vehicular travel.  Natural 
gas combustion and re-current painting of the facilities will also contribute to the emissions. CalEEMod 
calculates maximum daily emissions for the summertime and wintertime periods.  The results presented 
below are from the summer or winter emissions, whichever are the higher emissions.  Output files from 
the CalEEMod program are presented in the appendix.  
 

Table 5 presents the results of the CalEEMod model showing the maximum daily air pollutant emissions 
projected for buildout year (2025).  The specific data utilized in calculating the emissions are provided 
in the appendix of the Technical Report.   
 

Table 5 

Regional Operational Emission Impacts 

 
Project Operational Emissions (lbs./day) 

 ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Total Project Emissions 1.7 1.2 11.5 0.0 2.2 0.6 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

 Source:  Greve & Associates 
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Table 5 shows that the total Project emissions are below the SCAQMD thresholds for all criterion 
pollutants. Therefore, the Project will not result in a significant regional air impact and mitigation is not 
necessary to reduce operational emissions. This size and scale of the Proposed Project has less than 
significant impact on SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan with incorporation of standard 
conditions of approval and best management practices (BMPs) incorporated into the construction and 
operational processes. 
 
Table 6 compares the net change in emissions due to the Project to the projected basinwide emissions 
from the 2016 AQMP. This comparison shows that the Project would result in a net increase in 
emissions that is insignificant in comparison to basinwide emissions. 
 

Table 6 

Comparison of Project Emissions with SCAB Emissions 

 
Pollutant Emissions (tons/day) 

Activity ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Project Emissions 0.0009 0.0006 0.0058 0.0000 0.0011 0.0003 

2031 South Coast Air Basin* 345.0 214.0 1,188.0 18.0 N/A 65.0 

Project as Percentage of Basin 0.0003% 0.0003% 0.0005% 0.0001% N/A 0.0005% 
  *Source: Table 3.4E Final 2016 AQMP 
 

Local Air Quality Impacts Due to Operation:  The on-site operational emissions were calculated utilizing 
CalEEMod.  The emissions presented in Table 7 are those that would be emitted from activities within 
the Project Site.  The total on-site operational emissions are compared to the Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs) described in the previous section. Worksheets showing the emission calculations 
are presented in the Appendix of the Air Quality Technical Study.   
 

Table 7 

On-Site Emissions by Operation 

 
Local Emissions (lbs./day) 

Activity NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 
On-Site Emissions 0.2 3.1 0.03 0.03 

LST Threshold 246 1.178 2 1 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No 
                 Source: Greve & Associates 

 

SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY MODELING 
 

Findings of Fact: 6.a.4):Based on the air quality modeling analysis contained in this report, there will 
not be significant short-term construction impacts on the regional scale (Table 3).  Additionally, there 
will not be exceedances of the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds (LST – Table 4), and 
therefore, local concentrations of pollutants will not be impacted by the Project.  Specifically, sensitive 
receptors, specifically the residents that lie near the Project, will not be impacted by construction 
activities. The operation of the proposed Project will increase regional emissions but will increase 
regional emissions by an amount less than the SCAQMD regional thresholds (Table 5).  Additionally, 
the operational LST analysis indicates that no significant local air quality impacts will result, and 
specifically the nearby residential areas will not be impacted (Table 7). This size and scale of the 
Proposed Project has less than significant impact on SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan 
with incorporation of standard conditions of approval and best management practices (BMPs) 
incorporated into the construction and operational processes. 
 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
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Monitoring: No agency monitoring is required 
 

COMPLIANCE WITH AIR QUALITY PLANNING 
 

The following section deals with the major air planning requirements for this Project.  Specifically, 
consistency of the Project with the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is addressed.  
As discussed below, consistency with the AQMP is a requirement of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires plans to demonstrate attainment of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for which an area is designated as nonattainment.  Further, the 
California Clean Air Act requires the South Coast Air Quality District (SCAQMD) to revise its plan to 
reduce pollutant concentrations exceeding the California Ambient Air Quality Standards every three 
years.  In the South Coast Air Basin, the SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of 
Governments, in coordination with local governments and the private sector, develop the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) for the air basin to satisfy these requirements.  The AQMP is the most 
important air management document for the basin because it provides the blueprint for meeting state 
and federal ambient air quality standards. 
 

An air quality assessment must discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed Project and 
applicable General Plans and regional plans (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines 
(Section 15125)).  Regional plans that apply to the proposed Project include the AQMP.  In this regard, 
this section will discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed Project and the AQMP. 
 
The purpose of the consistency discussion is to set forth the issues regarding consistency with the 
assumptions and objectives of the AQMP and discuss whether the Project would interfere with the 
region’s ability to comply with Federal and State air quality standards.  If the decision-maker determines 
that the Project is inconsistent, the lead agency may consider Project modifications or inclusion of 
mitigation to eliminate the inconsistency. 
 

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook states "New or amended GP Elements (including land use zoning 
and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for consistency 
with the AQMP.”  Strict consistency with all aspects of the plan is usually not required.  A proposed 
Project should be considered to be consistent with the plan if it furthers one or more policies and does 
not obstruct other policies.  The Handbook identifies two key indicators of consistency: 
 

(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing 
air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay timely 
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in 
the AQMP. 

(2)  Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments based 
on the year of project buildout and phase. 

Both of these criteria are evaluated in the following sections. 
 

Criterion 1 - Increase in the Frequency or Severity of Violations?  Based on the air quality modeling 
analysis contained in this report, there will not be significant short-term construction impacts on the 
regional scale.  Additionally, there will not be exceedances of the SCAQMD localized significance 
thresholds (LST), and therefore, local concentrations of pollutants will not be impacted by the Project.  
Therefore, short-term construction activities will not increase the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations. 
 

The proposed Project operation will increase regional emissions but will increase regional emissions by 
an amount less than the SCAQMD regional thresholds.  Additionally, the operational LST analysis 
indicates that no significant local air quality impacts will result.  Because the Project is not projected to 
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impact the local or regional air quality, the Project is found to be consistent with the AQMP for the first 
criterion. 
 

Criterion 2 - Exceed Assumptions in the AQMP?  The emphasis of this criterion is to ensure that the 
analyses conducted for the Project are based on the same forecasts as the AQMP.  The “Final 2008 
Regional Comprehensive Plan” (RCP) presents a “holistic, strategic plan for defining and solving our 
inter-related housing, traffic, water, air quality, and other regional challenges.” The RCP builds off the 
local AQMP.  It supports technology-based control measures, supports local initiatives to reduce 
greenhouse emissions, and emphasizes the need for better coordination of land use and transportation 
planning. 
 
Findings of Fact: 6.a.5): Since the SCAG forecasts are not detailed, the test for consistency of this 
Project is not specific. The AQMP assumptions are based upon projections from local general plans.  
Projects that are consistent with the local general plan are consistent with the AQMP assumptions.  The 
Project is proposing density higher than the existing General Plan, however, the emissions from the 
Project will continue to be significantly below a level considered significant.  Therefore, the second 
criterion is met for consistency with the AQMP. Based on this analysis, the Proposed Project does not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan and impacts are considered 
less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring: No agency monitoring is required 
 

6.b): CUMULATIVE MPACTS 
 

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual affects that, when considered together, are 
considerable or that compound or increase other environmental impacts.  The cumulative impact from 
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the 
development when added to the impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable or probable future developments.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, 
but collectively significant developments taking place over a period of time.  The CEQA Guidelines 
Section 1530 (a) and (b) state: 

a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when a project’s incremental effect is cumulative 
considerable. 

b) The discussion of cumulatively impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided of 
the affects attributed to the project.  The discussion should be guided by the standards of 
practicality and reasonableness. 

The Project is located in Source Receptor Area (SRA) 28, the Hemet/San Jacinto Valley SRA. All other 
projects either currently proposed or that may occur in the future are required to undertake specific 
analysis and undertake required mitigation if they exceed thresholds of significance established by the 
SCAQMD. Therefore, impacts associated with the Proposed Project in combination with other current 
planned or future projects are not considered cumulatively adverse or considerable because its 
incremental effect of this size and scale of Project (36 apartments) is not considered cumulative 
considerable. Specifically, the Project is not projected to have any significant local or regional air quality 
impacts, This size and scale of the Proposed Project has less than a cumulative significant impact on 
SCAQMD’s overall Air Quality Management Plan with incorporation of standard conditions of approval 
and best management practices (BMPs) incorporated into the construction and operational processes.  
Therefore, no significant adverse cumulative impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation 
is required. 
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Findings of Fact: 6.b)  Based on this documentation and the analysis contained in Section 6.a.1 through 
6.a.5), above, the Project does not result in cumulatively considerable short-term construction 
emissions, long-term operational emissions, or diesel particulate matter.  The net increase in criteria 
pollutants will be less than significant for all pollutants for which the Project region is classified as non-
attainment under both federal and state law. 
 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 

6.c) CRITERIA POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS 
 
Based on this documentation and the information contained in the Air Quality technical analysis, the 
Project does not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard and 
impacts will be less than significant. 
 

Findings of Fact: 6.c)  Please refer to the response and analysis in Section 6.a.1) through 6.a.5) that 
addresses the Project's impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to both short-term 
construction and long-term operational pollutant concentrations. This analysis concluded that the 
Project does not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
 

Based upon the previous technical analysis the Project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations and impacts are considered less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 

6.d) ODORS 
 

Odors are considered significant if they produce a "nuisance". Odor significance for the SCAQMD is 
based on creating a nuisance per Rule 402. Rule 402 states that "A person shall not discharge from 
any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which 
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or 
have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property."  
 

Finding of fact 6.d): Odor complaints are not expected to be an issue because there are no identified 
sources of objectional odors associated with the proposed multi-family apartment Project.  However, 
the SCAQMD has an established Public Nuisance Investigation Policies and Procedures to guide the 
SCAQMD inspectors in determining whether to issue a Notice of Violation (NOV) for a nuisance. The 
procedures direct SCAQMD investigators to interview complainants and observe, identify, or otherwise 
establish evidence of odorous emissions. An NOV is issued if a "multiple complaint condition" is 
documented, defined as six or more complainants. 
 

In addition, the Code Enforcement Division of the County of Riverside Planning and Building 
Departments also has the ability to investigate and respond to odor complaints and take action to 
address potential issues if evidence of odorous emissions exist. 
 

Findings of Fact: 6.d)  Based upon the proposed multi-family residential housing use, the SCAQMD 
Rule 402 and the County of Riverside Code Enforcement policies addressing odor complaints, the 
Project will not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people and that odor impacts will be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
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Monitoring: No mitigation is required. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  Would the project: 
7. Wildlife & Vegetation 

a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state conservation plan? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or 
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50, 
Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U. S. Wildlife Service? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

f) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

g) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

    

 
Source(s):   Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), 
Compliance Analysis for the 2.41- Acre Columbia Heights Apartment Project, Cadre Environmental. 
November 2021.  GIS database, On-site Inspections. 
 

The firm of Cadre Environmental prepared the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) compliance analysis for the 2.41- acre 25914 Columbia Heights Apartment 
Complex Project Site “Project Site” located within the unincorporated region of western Riverside 
County, California. This Technical Study is incorporated by reference and included as Appendix B of 
this Environmental Assessment. 
 

The Project Site is located within United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ Series Hemet 
Quadrangle, Township 5 South, Range 1 West, Section 12. Specifically, the Project Site extends east 
of Columbia Street, as shown in Exhibit 1, Regional Location Map and Exhibit 2, Local Vicinity Aerial 
Photo Map. The Project Site is located within the MSHCP San Jacinto Valley Area Plan. The Project 
Site is not located within an MSHCP Criteria Area, Cell Group, or Linkage Area. 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 



 

 Page 43   

This report incorporates the findings of an extensive literature review, compilation of existing 
documentation, and field reconnaissance conducted on November 14th, 2021 This documentation is 
consistent with accepted scientific and technical standards, the requirements of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). When 
appropriate, general biological resources are described in summary form in an effort to provide the 
reader with adequate background information. However, the report focuses on documenting those 
resources considered to be significant and/or sensitive as outlined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 
 

The initial site assessment also focused on determining the extent of features onsite subject to the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, CDFW jurisdiction pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1600 of the Fish and Wildlife 
Code, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 401 certification/Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDR’s), and MSHCP jurisdiction pursuant to section 6.1.2 (MSHCP 2004). Accordingly, 
this report provides an overview of potential USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, MSHCP riparian/riverine/vernal 
pool jurisdictional resources and a habitat assessment for species that may require additional focused 
surveys as outlined by the MSHCP. 
 

METHOLOGY 
 

Approach:  Prior to visiting the Project Site, a review of all available and relevant data on the biological 
characteristics, sensitive habitats, and species potentially present on or adjacent to the Project Site 
was conducted. Additionally, aerial photography, and USGS topographic map were examined. After 
reviewing the available information, Cadre Environmental conducted a physical site assessment. 
 

As required by the MSHCP, and during the initial property assessment process, all Project Site APN’s 
were searched using the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) Geographic Information System (GIS) 
Data to determine if the property falls within a “Criteria Area” and if additional surveys for narrow 
endemic/criteria area plant species or wildlife not adequately covered by the MSHCP may be required. 
 

Data, which contain digital images derived from aerial photography with orthographic projection 
properties, were used in conjunction with Cadre Environmental’s in-house geographic information 
system (GIS) database as an important base layer to identify vegetation communities, drainage 
features, and USFWS designated critical habitat boundaries. Vegetation communities were then 
“ground-truthed” during field observations to obtain characteristic descriptions. 
 

Literature Review:  The study was initiated with a review of relevant literature on the biological resources 
of the Project Site and vicinity. The MSHCP list of covered species potentially occurring onsite was also 
examined (MSHCP Table 2-2 Species Considered for Conservation Under the MSHCP Since 1999, 
2004). In addition, federal register listings, protocols, and species data provided by USFWS were 
reviewed in conjunction with anticipated federally listed species potentially occurring at the Project Site. 
The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), a review of the California Native Plant Society sixth 
inventory (Tibor 2001), and Roberts et al. (2004) were also reviewed for pertinent information regarding 
the location of known occurrences of sensitive species in the vicinity of the property. In addition, 
numerous regional floral and faunal field guides were utilized in the identification of species and suitable 
habitats. Documents consulted regarding potential onsite biological conditions are listed in the 
references section at the end of this report. 
 
Field Investigation: The Project Site was surveyed on November 14th, 2021. The survey included 
complete coverage of the Project Site, with special attention focused toward sensitive species or those 
habitats potentially supporting sensitive flora or fauna that would be essential to efficiently implementing 
the terms and conditions of the Western Riverside County MSHCP including features potentially subject 
to MSHCP 6.1.2 jurisdiction. Aerial photography of the Project Site and vicinity was utilized to accurately 
locate and survey the property. General plant communities were preliminarily mapped directly on the 
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aerial photo using visible landmarks in the field, which are depicted in Attachment C, Vegetation 
Communities Map, within the Technical Study. Representative photographs of the Project Site’s natural 
resources and existing conditions were taken during the field survey.  Current Project Site Photographs 
are contained within the MSHCP Technical Study and included by reference. 
 

Plant Community/Habitat Classification and Mapping: Plant communities were preliminarily mapped 
with the aid of an aerial photograph using the MSHCP uncollapsed vegetation communities classification 
system when appropriate. When a vegetation community could not be accurately characterized using 
this information, an updated community classification code was developed to more accurately represent 
onsite habitat types. 
 

General Plant Inventory: All plants observed during the survey efforts were either identified in the field or 
collected and later identified using taxonomic keys. Plant taxonomy and nomenclatural changes follow 
Baldwin et al. (2012) or the Jepson Flora Project (2021). Common names used in this report generally 
follow Roberts et al. (2004) or Baldwin et al. (2012). Scientific names are included only at the first mention 
of a species; thereafter, common names alone are used.  
 
General Wildlife Inventory: General wildlife surveys were not conducted during the general biological 
habitat assessment. However, animals identified during the reconnaissance survey by sight, call, tracks, 
nests, scat, remains, or other signs were recorded in field notes. All wildlife was identified in the field 
with the aid of binoculars and taxonomic keys (if applicable). Vertebrate taxonomy followed in this report 
is according to the Center of North American Herpetology (2021) for amphibians and reptiles, the 
American Ornithologists’ Union (1998 and supplemental) for birds, and Bradley et al. (2014) for 
mammals. Scientific names are used during the first mention of a species; common names only are used 
in the remainder of the text (if applicable). 
 
Regional Connectivity/Wildlife Movement Corridor Assessment:   The analysis of wildlife movement 
corridors associated with the Project Site and its immediate vicinity is based on information compiled 
from literature, analysis of the aerial photograph, and direct observations made in the field during the 
site visit. literature review was conducted that included documents on island biogeography (studies of 
fragmented and isolated habitat “islands”), reports on wildlife home range sizes and migration patterns, 
and studies on wildlife dispersal. Wildlife movement studies conducted in southern California were also 
reviewed. Use of field-verified digital aerial data, in conjunction with the GIS database, allowed proper 
identification of vegetation communities and drainage features. This information was crucial to 
assessing the relationship of the property to large open space areas in the immediate vicinity and was 
also evaluated in terms of connectivity and habitat linkages. Relative to corridor issues, the discussions 
in this report are intended to focus on wildlife movement associated with the property and the immediate 
vicinity. 
 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 

The Project Site is dominated by disturbed habitat with a single residence and accessory unit with  ornamental 
vegetation scattered along the edges as illustrated in Attachment, C Vegetation Communities Map, 
Attachments D and E, Current Project Site Photographs contained within the MSHCP Technical Study 
and included by reference, and outlined in Table 8, Below. 
 

Table 8 

Project Site Vegetation Community Acreages 

 

Vegetation Community Project Site (ac) 
Disturbed 2.25 

Ornamental 0.12 

Developed 0.04 
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Source: Cadre Environmental 
Soils:  The Soil Survey of Western Riverside Area has classified the Project Site as San Emigdio fine 
sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (SeA), San Emigdio fine sandy loam, deep, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
(SfA), and San Emigdio loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (SgA) as illustrated in Attachment F, Soils 
Association Map. contained within the MSHCP Technical Study and included by reference. All soils 
documented within the Project Site are characterized as being well drained (drainage class). 
 

PLANT COMMUNITY/HABITAT CLASSIFICATION 
 

Disturbed:  The Project Site was recently disked and few plant species remain for identification. 
However, species documented along the edges are expected to reestablish throughout this habitat type 
in the spring and include puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris), tumbling pigweed (Amaranthus albus), 
telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), foxtail chess (Bromus 
madritensis ssp. rubens), wild oat (Avena fatua), red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), horseweed 
(Erigeron canadensis), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus). Disturbed areas include the existing 
residence and structures onsite. 
 

Ornamental:  Several mature ornamental trees are present onsite including Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus 
sp.), tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), chinaberry tree (Melia azedarach), and Peruvian pepper 
(Schinus molle). No protected tree exist on the Project Site. 
 

WILDLIFE POPULATIONS 
 

General wildlife species documented onsite or within the vicinity during the site visits include mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos) American crow (Corvus 
brachyrhynchos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), and Say’s 
phoebe (Sayornis saya). 
 

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

Determinations of MSHCP sensitive species that could potentially occur on the Project Site are based 
on one or both of the following: (1) a record reported in the CNDDB or CNPS inventory and; (2) the 
Project Site is within the known distribution of a species and contains suitable habitat or species 
documented onsite. 
 

Sensitive Plant Communities:  As stated by CDFG: 
 

“One purpose of the vegetation classification is to assist in determining the level of rarity and imperilment 
of vegetation types. Ranking of alliances according to their degree of imperilment (as measured by 
rarity, trends, and threats) follows NatureServe’s Heritage Methodology, in which all alliances are listed 
with a G (global) and S (state) rank. For alliances with State ranks of S1-S3, all associations within them 
are also considered to be highly imperiled” (CDFG 2012) 
 

No sensitive plant communities were documented onsite. 
 

Sensitive Plant Species:  The MSHCP has determined that all of the sensitive species potentially 
occurring onsite have been adequately covered (MSHCP Table 2-2 Species Considered for 
Conservation Under the MSHCP Since 1999, 2004). However, additional surveys may be required for 
narrow endemic plants and/or criteria area plant species if suitable habitat is documented onsite and/or 
if the property is located within a predetermined “Survey Area” (MSHCP 2004). 
 

Vegetation Community Project Site (ac) 
Total 2.41 
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The Project Site does not occur within a predetermined Survey Area for MSHCP criteria area or narrow 
endemic plant species. (RCA GIS Data Downloads 2021). 
 

No surveys are required. 
 

Sensitive Wildlife Species:  The MSHCP has determined that all of the sensitive wildlife species 
potentially occurring onsite have been adequately covered (MSHCP Table 2-2 Species Considered for 
Conservation Under the MSHCP Since 1999, 2004). However, additional surveys may be required for 
criteria area wildlife species if suitable habitat is documented onsite and/or if the property is located 
within a predetermined “Survey Area” (MSHCP 2004). 
 

The Project Site does not occur within a predetermined Survey Area for amphibians (RCA GIS Data 
Downloads 2021). No surveys are required. 
 

The Project Site does not occur within a predetermined Survey Area for mammals (RCA GIS Data 
Downloads 2021). No surveys are required. 
 

The Project Site does not occur within a predetermined Survey Area for burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia) (RCA GIS Data Downloads 2021). No surveys are required. However, the site was 
surveyed on November 14th, 2021. The survey included complete coverage of the Project Site, with 
special attention focused toward sensitive species or those habitats potentially supporting sensitive flora 
or fauna that would be essential to efficiently implementing the terms and conditions of the Western 
Riverside County MSHCP including features potentially subject to MSHCP 6.1.2 jurisdiction. The 
Project Site was recently disked and few plant species remain for identification. However, species 
documented along the edges are expected to reestablish throughout this habitat type in the spring and 
include puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris), tumbling pigweed (Amaranthus albus), telegraph weed 
(Heterotheca grandiflora), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis ssp. 
rubens), wild oat (Avena fatua), red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), horseweed (Erigeron 
canadensis), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus). Based on the overall disturbed nature of the site, the 
Project is not expected to support burrowing owl.  
 

Riparian Birds:  No riparian scrub, forest or woodland habitat is located within or adjacent to the Project 
Site. No suitable habitat for the least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), southwestern willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus) or western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) is present onsite 
as detailed in the following report and shown in Attachment C, Vegetation Communities Map, and 
Attachments D and E, Current Project Site Photographs. No surveys are required. 
 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat:  The Project Site falls within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 
stephensi, SKR) Fee Area outlined in the Riverside County SKR Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). 
 

Nesting Bird Habitat:  The disturbed and ornamental vegetation represents low quality nesting habitat 
for nesting common and MSHCP covered sensitive bird species. Potential indirect impacts to regulated 
nesting birds will require compliance with CDFG Codes Section 3503, 3503.5, and 3513. 
 

7.a): HABITAT CONSERVATION PLANS 
 

The methodology and analysis utilized by Cadre Environmental identified all approved local, regional 
and state Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Conservation Community Plan affecting the Project 
Site. This includes the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 
Their documentation is consistent with accepted scientific and technical standards, the requirements of 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW). However, the report focuses on documenting those resources considered to be significant 
and/or sensitive as outlined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Western 
Riverside County MSHCP.  
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Their detailed analysis concluded that no sensitive plant communities were documented onsite. The 
Project Site does not occur within a predetermined Survey Area for MSHCP criteria area or narrow 
endemic plant species, so no surveys are required. The Project Site does not occur within a 
predetermined Survey Area for amphibians, mammals or burrowing owl. No surveys are required. No 
riparian scrub, forest or woodland habitat is located within or adjacent to the Project Site so no suitable 
habitat for the least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher or western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
present. No surveys are required. 
 

The Project Site falls within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat fee area outlined in the Riverside County SKR 
Habitat Conservation Plan, and potential indirect impacts to regulated nesting birds will require 
compliance with CDFG Codes, so those standard conditions of approval will be applied. 
 
Findings of Fact: 7.a): Based on the analysis and documentation above, the Proposed Project will not 
conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state conservation plan. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

7.b): ENDANGERED OR THREATENED SPECIES 
 

The Project Site was recently disked and few plant species remain for identification. No protected plant 
or tree species exist on the Project Site.  
 

Findings of Fact: 7.b): Based on the findings above and documentation presented in Finding of Fact 
7.a), the Proposed Project will not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any endangered, or threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 
17.12) 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

7.c): CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE OR SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 
 

Findings of Fact: 7.c) Based on the analysis contained in Findings of Fact 7.a) and 7.b) above, the 
Proposed Project will not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U. S. 
Wildlife Service. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

7.d): REGIONAL CONNECTIVITY/WILDLIFE MOVEMENT 
 

Overview:  Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable habitat that are otherwise separated by 
rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. The fragmentation of open space areas 
by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of wildlife habitat. In the absence of habitat linkages that allow 
movement to adjoining open space areas, various studies have concluded that some wildlife species, 
especially the larger and more mobile mammals, will not likely persist over time in fragmented or isolated 
habitat areas because they prohibit the infusion of new individuals and genetic information (MacArthur 
and Wilson 1967, Soule 1987, Harris and Gallager 1989, Bennett 1990). Corridors effectively act as 
links between different populations of a species. A group of smaller populations (termed “demes”) linked 
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together via a system of corridors is termed a “metapopulation.” The long-term health of each deme 
within the metapopulation is dependent upon its size and the frequency of interchange of individuals 
(immigration vs. emigration). The smaller the deme, the more important immigration becomes, because 
prolonged inbreeding with the same individuals can reduce genetic variability. Immigrant individuals 
that move into the deme from adjoining demes mate with individuals and supply that deme with new 
genes and gene combinations that increases overall genetic diversity. An increase in a population’s 
genetic variability is generally associated with an increase in a population’s health. 
 

Corridors mitigate the effects of habitat fragmentation by (1) allowing animals to move between 
remaining habitats, which allows depleted populations to be replenished and promotes genetic diversity; 
(2) providing escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk that 
catastrophic events (such as fires or disease) will result in population or local species extinction; and 
(3) serving as travel routes for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search of 
food, water, mates, and other needs (Noss 1983, Fahrig and Merriam 1985, Simberloff and Cox 1987, 
Harrisnd Gallagher 1989). Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three movement 
categories: (1) dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, individuals extending range 
distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and (3) movements related to home range activities (foraging for 
food or water, defending territories, searching for mates, breeding areas, or cover). A number of terms 
have been used in various wildlife movement studies, such as “wildlife corridor”, “travel route”, “habitat 
linkage”, and “wildlife crossing” to refer to areas in which wildlife moves from one area to another. To 
clarify the meaning of these terms and facilitate the discussion on wildlife movement in this study, these 
terms are defined as follows: 

• Travel Route: A landscape feature (such as a ridge line, drainage, canyon, or riparian strip) within 
a larger natural habitat area that is used frequently by animals to facilitate movement and provide 
access to necessary resources (e.g., water, food, cover, den sites). The travel route is generally 
preferred because it provides the least amount of topographic resistance in moving from one area 
to another; it contains adequate food, water, and/or cover while moving between habitat areas; and 
provides a relatively direct link between target habitat areas. 

• Wildlife Corridor: A piece of habitat, usually linear in nature, that connects two or more habitat 
patches that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one another. Wildlife corridors are 
usually bounded by urban land areas or other areas unsuitable for wildlife. The corridor generally 
contains suitable cover, food, and/or water to support species and facilitate movement while in the 
corridor. Larger, landscape-level corridors (often referred to as “habitat or landscape linkages”) can 
provide both transitory and resident habitat for a variety of species. 

• Wildlife Crossing: A small, narrow area, relatively short in length and generally constricted in nature, 
that allows wildlife to pass under or through an obstacle or barrier that otherwise hinders or prevents 
movement. Crossings typically are manmade and include culverts, underpasses, drainage pipes, 
and tunnels to provide access across or under roads, highways, pipelines, or other physical 
obstacles. These are often “choke points” along a movement corridor. 

 

Given the Project Site’s urban setting, there is no existing regional connectivity wildlife movement or 
corridor existing in the immediate vicinity. 
 

Wildlife Movement within the Project Site:  The Project Site is not located within an MSHCP designated 
core, extension of existing core, non-contiguous habitat block, constrained linkage, or linkage area. 
 

Findings of Fact: 7.d) Based on this analysis, the proposed Project will not Interfere substantially with 
the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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7.e): RIPARIAN HABITAT 
 

The MSHCP has determined that all of the sensitive plant species potentially occurring onsite have 
been adequately covered (MSHCP Table 2-2 Species Considered for Conservation Under the MSHCP 
Since 1999, 2004). The field survey conducted by Cadre Environmental documented that there is no 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 

Findings of Fact: 7e) Based on the analysis above, the proposed Project will not have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

7.f): RIPARIAN/RIVERINE AND VERNAL POOL RESOURCES 
 

No resource regulated by MSHCP Section 6.1.2. riparian, riverine, or vernal pools were documented 
onsite. An MSHCP Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) is not 
required. 
 

Vernal Pool Resources:  No evidence of vernal pools, seasonal depressions, seasonally inundated road 
ruts or other wetland features were recorded on the Project Site. Vernal pools are depressions in areas 
where a hard-underground layer prevents rainwater from draining downward into the subsoils. When 
rain fills the pools in the winter and spring, the water collects and remains in the depressions. In the 
springtime, the water gradually evaporates away, until the pools became completely dry in the summer 
and fall. Vernal pools tend to have an impermeable layer that results in ponded water. The soil texture 
(the amount of sand, silt, and clay particles) typically contains higher amounts of fine silts and clays with 
lower percolation rates. Pools that retain water for a sufficient length of time will develop hydric cells. 
Hydric cells form when the soil is saturated from flooding for extended periods of time and anaerobic 
conditions (lacking oxygen or air) develop. 
 

Consistent with conditions documented onsite and as previously stated, the Project Site is characterized 
as San Emigdio fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (SeA), San Emigdio fine sandy loam, deep, 0 to 
2 percent slopes (SfA), and San Emigdio loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (SgA), all types possessing well 
drained substrates (drainage class). No indication of clay substrates or hydric soils were documented 
within the Project Site. 
 

A review of historic aerials was conducted to determine if inundated features were present during years 
of high rainfall when features would certainly be documented. Historic aerials taken in 2011 represent 
an ideal baseline during which know (previously documented) inundated vernal pools, seasonal 
depressions and road ruts can easily be seen. No sign or indication of inundation was documented 
within the Project Site during a review of historic aerials. 
 

In summary, none of the conditions (i.e., no inundated depressions including road ruts, hydric soils, 
historic inundation, etc.) were observed on documented within the Project Site. No features are present 
that would support fairy shrimp. No standing water or other sign of areas that pond water was recorded. 
 

Jurisdictional Resources:  No resource regulated by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife; United States Army Corps of Engineers were 
documented onsite. A jurisdictional delineation and permits/certifications is not  required. 
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Findings of Fact: 7.f) Based on the analysis above, the proposed Project will not have a substantial 
adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

7.g): TREE RESOURCES 
 

The following regulations apply to tree removal within Riverside County. 
Riverside County Code of Ordinances, Section 12.08.050 requires a permit from the county 
transportation Director to remove or severely trim any tree planted in the right-of-way of any county 
highway. 
 

Riverside County Code of Ordinances, Section 12.24 or Ordinance No. 559 requires a permit to 
“remove any living native tree on any parcel or property greater than one-half acre in size, located in 
an area above 5,000 feet in elevation and within the unincorporated area of the County of Riverside.”  
The Riverside County Oak Tree Management Guidelines address the treatment of oak woodlands 
and their preservation. 

 

No coast live oak or other native trees will be directly or indirectly impacted as a result of Project 
initiation. No Impact. 
 

Findings of Fact: 7.g) Based on this analysis, the proposed Project will not conflict with any local policies 
or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

CULTURAL RESOURCES  Would the project: 
8. Historic Resources 

a) Alter or destroy a historic site?     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource, pursuant to California 
Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

    

 
Source(s):   Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR 
200034, Riverside County, California, APN 438-220-002, Brain F. Smith and Associates, Inc, February 
2022;  Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the  Columbia  Heights Apartment Project, 
PAR200034, Riverside County, California, Appendix B, Brian F. Smith, Inc. March 2022, 
On-site Inspection, Project Application Materials 
 

The following summarizes the results of the cultural resources survey conducted by Brian F. Smith and 
Associates, Inc. (BFSA) for the Columbia Heights Apartments Project (PAR200034). The Project 
includes Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 438-220-002 and is located at 25914 Columbia Street, 
northeast of the intersection of Acacia Avenue and Columbia Street. This Technical Study is 
incorporated by reference into this Environmental Assessment - Initial Study as Appendix C. 
 

Purpose of Investigation:  The purpose of this investigation was to determine if any significant cultural 
resources would be affected by the proposed land development. This study consisted of the processing 

□ □ 

□ □ 
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of a records search of previously recorded historical and archaeological sites on or near the property 
and the completion of a historical and archaeological survey of the Project. The archaeological records 
search was requested on November 23, 2021 from the Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the 
University of California at Riverside (UCR). The results of the records search indicate that no resources 
are recorded within the Project and that no previous studies included the subject property. However, 
the search did identify 26 historic resources that have been recorded within one mile of the Project.  
 

In addition, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted for a Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) search. In accordance with the recommendations of the NAHC, BFSA contacted all Native 
American consultants listed in the NAHC response letter at least two weeks prior to the initiation of the 
field survey. BFSA specifically contacted the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians and the 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians to invite them to voluntarily participate in the survey. Jacob Rose, a 
representative from the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, was present during the survey and actively 
participated in the survey process.  
 
 

PROJECT SETTING 
 

Riverside County lies in the Peninsular Ranges Geologic Province of southern California. The range, 
which lies in a northwest to southeast trend through the county, extends some 1,000 miles from the 
Raymond-Malibu Fault Zone in western Los Angeles County to the southern tip of Baja California.  
 
Regionally, the Project lies near the eastern edge of the Perris block of the Peninsular Ranges batholith 
(Morton and Matti 2005). The active San Jacinto fault zone lies one to two miles east of the Project. 
Based upon geologic mapping by Lancaster et al. (2012), the Project is located on Holocene to late 
Pleistocene-aged young alluvial fan deposits, consisting mostly of unconsolidated, undissected 
boulders, cobbles, (Morton and Matti 2005). Based upon geologic mapping by Lancaster et al. (2012), 
the Project is located on Holocene to late Pleistocene-aged young alluvial fan deposits, consisting 
mostly of unconsolidated, undissected boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand, and silt. Morton and Matti (2005) 
refer to these deposits as the Holocene and late Pleistocene-aged young alluvial fan deposits of 
Bautista Canyon, Unit 1, predominately characterized as gravel, sand, and silt. 
 

The subject property is located just east of the city of Hemet in the southeastern section of the San 
Jacinto Valley, south of Park Hill, and north of the Santa Rosa Hills. The San Jacinto Valley is 
surrounded by the Santa Rosa Hills and the San Jacinto Mountains. The San Jacinto River is formed 
at the western base of the San Jacinto Mountains; a section of the San Jacinto River passes near the 
Santa Rosa Summit leading to Lake Hemet. 
 

The property is generally flat with elevations ranging from 1665 to 1675 feet above mean sea level. 
Historically, the property appears to have been utilized for agriculture containing a rural residence. 
Presently, the Project contains two residential structures with vegetation primarily consisting of sparse 
non-native weeds and grasses along with some loquat trees. Exhibit 11 on the following page shows 
the USGS Topographic Map for the Project Site and the surrounding area. 
 

CULTURAL HISTORICAL SETTING 
 

On November 26, 2021, archaeologists and architectural historians from Brian F. Smith and Associates, 
Inc. (BFSA) visited 25914 Columbia Street as part of the Columbia Heights Apartments Project. The 
survey of the property identified a historic property at APN 438-220-002 consisting of two historic 
structures: a main residence and an ancillary structure, which has been modified into a secondary 
residence. Both buildings first appear on the 1953 aerial photograph. 
 

The historic buildings associated with Site Temp-1 are evaluated as not historically or architecturally 
significant under any CEQA criteria. Research of the property owners, primarily the Spencers who were 
responsible for the construction of the buildings, did not identify them as historically significant 
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individuals. The architectural style is vernacular residential. Further, although the construction of Temp-
1 may loosely be tied to the Post-War Building Boom period (1945 -1970), the buildings are not good 
examples of residences constructed during that period, and their integrity has been severely diminished 
through multiple alterations. Further, the buildings are not the work of a master builder, and it is unlikely 
they would be able to provide any further research potential. 
 

Online property information available from the County of Riverside list structures within the subject 
property with a build date of 1931. However, the 1939 aerial shows the property as vacant agricultural 
land. It is not until the 1953 USGS Hemet, California Quadrangle and 1953 aerial photograph that 
structures are visible within the western half of the Project. Based upon the 1953 aerial photograph, the 
property at that time contained three structures that appear to be a residence and two ancillary buildings, 
while the eastern half of the Project consisted of agricultural groves of trees. The only noticeable change 
to the property in the subsequent 1967 photograph is that the residence appears to have been modified 
with an addition to the eastern façade, and the grove within the western half of the Project had been 
cleared. Little change to the property is visible until one of the ancillary structures was removed from 
the property between 2011 and 2012. 
 

Due to the lack of integrity combined with a lack of any association with significant persons or 
noteworthy architectural elements, the two remaining structures are not eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

 

Exhibit 11 

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP 
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Source: U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Hemet, California Topographic Quadrangle Map 

 

Historical Records Research:   
 

Land Patent records held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and accessible through the BLM 
General Land Office (GLO) website were also reviewed for pertinent Project information. In addition, 
archival research was conducted utilizing historic maps, aerial photographs, newspapers, the Robert J. 
Fitch County of Riverside Archives, County Assessor’s data, and Ancestry.com. Further, the BFSA 
research library was also consulted for any relevant historical information. 
 

Report Preparation and Recordation:  This report contains information regarding previous studies, 
statutory requirements for the Project, a brief description of the setting, research methods employed, 
and the overall results of the survey. The report includes all appropriate illustrations and tabular 
information needed to make a complete and comprehensive presentation of these activities, including 
the methodologies employed and the personnel involved. A copy of this report will be placed at the EIC 
at UCR. 
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Applicable Regulations:  Resource importance is assigned to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess exceptional value or quality illustrating or interpreting the heritage of Riverside 
County in history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. Criteria outlined in CEQA that 
provides the guidance for making such a determination is contained in the Technical Study. 
 
 

The records search results also indicates that 19 studies have been conducted within one mile of the 
Project’s boundaries, none of which include the Project Site. The complete records search results can 
be found in Appendix C of the Cultural Resources Technical Study. 
 
BFSA reviewed the following sources to help facilitate a better understanding of the historic use of the 
property: 

• The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Index 
• The OHP Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) 
• County of Riverside Assessor’s data 
• BLM GLO land records 
• The Hemet, California 15' topographic quadrangle (1943 and 1952) and Hemet, California 7.5' 

topographic quadrangle (1953) 
• Historic aerial photographs (1939, 1953, 1967, 1972, 1978, 1996, 2011, 2012, 2021) 
• Property data including current information found online through the Riverside County Map My 

County portal and historic assessor’s lot books held at the County of Riverside Robert J. Fitch 
Archives. 

 

No properties listed in the NRHP or the BERD are located within the Project boundary. 
 

The BLM GLO records confirm the subject property was originally part of the San Jacinto Viejo Land 
Grant. The property was subdivided in 1887 and part of a 10-acre lot: Lot 3 Block 112 of the Lands of 
the Hemet Land Company (Exhibit 12). Online property information available from the County of 
Riverside lists structures within the subject property with a build date of 1931. However, the 1939 aerial 
shows the property as vacant agricultural land. It is not until the 1953 USGS Hemet, California 
Quadrangle and 1953 aerial photograph that structures are visible within the western half of the Project 
(Exhibits 13 and 14). Based upon the 1953 aerial photograph, the property at that time contained three 
structures that appear to be a residence and two ancillary buildings, while the eastern half of the Project 
consisted of agricultural groves of trees. The only noticeable change to the property in the subsequent 
1967 photograph is that the residence appears to have been modified with an addition to the eastern 
façade, and the grove within the western half of the Project had been cleared. Little change to the 
property is visible until one of the ancillary structures was removed from the property between 2011 and 
2012. Current aerial photographs show that the main residence and one ancillary structure are still 
located within the subject property (Exhibit 2). 
BFSA requested a review of the SLF by the NAHC to determine if any recorded Native American sacred 
sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance are present near the Project. As of the date of 
this report, the NAHC SLF results have not yet been received. However, in accordance with previous 
recommendations of the NAHC, BFSA contacted all Native Americans listed in NAHC response letters 
from previous projects in the Project vicinity at least two weeks before the pedestrian survey was 
conducted. Responses were received from the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians and the Quechan 
Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation. The Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians indicated that they were 
unaware of specific cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed Project but requested they 
be contacted should any cultural resources be discovered. The Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma 
Reservation stated that they have no comments on this Project and differed to other local tribes. At the 
time of the preparation of this report, the SLF results have not yet been received. All correspondence 
is provided in Appendix D of the Technical Study. 
 

Exhibit 12 
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1887 San Jacinto Viejo Land Grant Subdivision 
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Exhibit 13 

1939 Aerial Photograph 

 

CJ Project Bounda1y 
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Exhibit 14 

1953 Aerial Photograph 
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8.a) and 8.b): POTENTIAL IMPACTS HISTORIC SITES AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 
 

Results of the Field Survey:  Project Archaeologist Andrew Garrison, M.A., RPA conducted the 
pedestrian survey of the Project on November 26, 2021. Aerial photographs, maps, and a compass 
facilitated orientation and location of Project boundaries. Jacob Rose, a representative from the Soboba 
Band of Luiseño Indians, was present during the survey and actively participated in the survey process. 
The entire property was surveyed in five to 10-meter interval transects, and ground visibility was 
generally good. All exposed ground surfaces were carefully inspected, including rodent burrows and 
disturbed areas. A survey form, field notes, and photographs documented the survey work undertaken. 
 

The pedestrian survey confirmed that the property has been disturbed by previous land modifications 
resulting from the agricultural use and residential development. At the time of the survey, the property 
was almost entirely devoid of vegetation except for pockets of non-native vegetation and sporadic loquat 
trees (see Exhibit 15, Photos 1, 2 and 3) - next Page). The survey identified two residential structures 
within the Project. The residential structure originally identified on the 1953 aerial photograph and the 
remaining ancillary structure appear to have been modified to accommodate residential habitation 
(Exhibit 2). 
 

No archaeological sites or artifacts were identified during the survey. However, the two structures within 
the Project are older than 50 years since they were constructed between 1939 and 1953. The structures 
were likely constructed during the late 1940s as indicated by the data found within the County 
Assessor’s lot books. As such, they were collectively recorded as Site Temp-1 according to the OHP’s 
manual, Instructions for Recording Historical Resources, using DPR forms and are contained in 
Appendix B of the Project’s Phase 1 Cultural Resources Technical Study. Exhibit 2 show the location 
of the structures within the Project. 
 

The two existing residential structures fits within a pattern of residential development common after 
World War II generally identified as the Post-War Building Boom between 1945 and 1970. However, 
architecturally, the buildings within the subject property are not good examples of post-war residences. 
The main residence at 25914 Columbia Street does not convey a distinctive architectural style. The 
simple low-pitched front gabled home with a full-width porch is reminiscent of Craftsman style homes 
that generally predate the construction of this residence (McAlester 2015). However, multiple 
modifications to the home, including an addition to the east façade, covering the entire exterior in stucco, 
and replacement of windows and doors, has removed almost all potentially original character-defining 
features. Only the southern façade still contains original double-hung wood sashed windows. Further, 
it appears as though the original front door on the western façade has been replaced by a modern 
sliding door. 
 

As with the main residence, the ancillary structure turned secondary residence, does not convey a 
distinct architectural style. The building is also clad primarily in stucco with all modern windows. The 
roof line has been severely altered to a shed-style roof with the original walls extended by use of 
pressboard. 
 

Although these structures are older than 50 years, they would not qualify for inclusion within the CRHR 
or as a significant resource under CEQA. Research of the property owners, primarily the Spencer’s who 
were responsible for the construction of the buildings, did not identify them as historically significant 
individuals. Further, although their construction may loosely be tied to the Post-War Building Boom, the 
buildings are not good examples of residences constructed during the period, and their integrity has 
been severely diminished through multiple alterations. Further, the buildings are not the work of a 
master builder, and it is unlikely they would be able to provide any further research potential. 
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Exhibit 15 
Project Site Photographs 

 

                                Photo 1: Overview of the Project from the southeast corner, rear portion of the Project Site 
 

 
Photo 2:Overview of the Project and main and accessary dwelling units from the entry 
(southwest corner) of the Project Site. 
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                                  Photo 3: Western façade of the converted ancillary structure, facing northeast. 
 
CULTURAL HISTORICAL IMPACT FINDINGS 
 

The Phase I cultural resources survey of the Columbia Heights Apartments Project did not identify any 
prehistoric archaeological sites; however, one historic resource, The two existing older residences were 
documented and recorded per the requirements of the State Office of Historic Preservation. A Primary 
Record and Building, Structure and Object Record were prepared and filed with the State of California 
Resource Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation, and are included in the Cultural Resources 
Report technical Appendix. They consists of a residence and ancillary structure that has been converted 
into a secondary residence. Based upon archival research and architectural evaluation of the resource, 
these two structures are not eligible for listing on the CRHR and are not significant under CEQA criteria. 
 

Since this evaluation determined these structures are not significant and ineligible for listing on the 
CRHR, no additional research or survey tasks will be required. However, based upon the presence of 
historic resources within the property, as well as the documented historic development and decades of 
disturbance within the parcel, there remains a potential for buried or masked archaeological deposits to 
be present within the Project boundaries. Based upon the potential to encounter buried or masked 
cultural deposits, it is recommended that mitigation measures be implemented as conditions of Project 
approval. The COAs should include archaeological monitoring of all excavation and grading activities 
associated with the Project in addition to a testing and significance evaluation should historic or 
prehistoric resources be encountered. 
 

Finding of Fact 8.a): Based upon archival research and detailed architectural evaluation of the two 
structures constructed during the World War II era, these structures are not eligible for listing on the 
CRHR and are not historically significant under CEQA criteria. The proposed Project will not alter or 
destroy a historic site. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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Finding of Fact 8.b): Based on the findings in the Cultural Historical Resources Findings and the 
documentation in Finding of Fact 8.a), the proposed Project does not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource, pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 
15064.5. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

9. Archaeological Resources 

a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site?     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource, pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?     

Source(s):   Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR 
200034, Riverside County, California, APN 438-220-002, Brain F. Smith and Associates, Inc, February 
2022;  Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the  Columbia  Heights Apartment Project, 
PAR200034, Riverside County, California, Appendix B, Brian F. Smith, Inc. March 2022;On-Site 
Inspection, Project Application Materials,  
 

Archaeological Perspectives:  The archaeological perspective seeks to reconstruct past cultures based 
upon the material remains left behind. This is done using a range of scientific methodologies, almost all 
of which draw from evolutionary theory as the base framework. Archaeology allows one to look deeper 
into history or prehistory to see where the beginnings of ideas manifest via analysis of material culture, 
allowing for the understanding of outside forces that shape social change. Thus, the archaeological 
perspective allows one to better understand the consequences of the history of a given culture upon 
modern cultures. Archaeologists seek to understand the effects of past contexts of a given culture on 
this moment in time, not culture in context in the moment. 
 

Despite this, a distinction exists between “emic” and “etic” ways of understanding material culture, 
prehistoric lifeways, and cultural phenomena in general (Harris 1991). While “emic” perspectives serve 
the subjective ways in which things are perceived and interpreted by the participants within a culture, 
“etic” perspectives are those of an outsider looking in hoping to attain a more scientific or “objective” 
understanding of the given phenomena. Archaeologists, by definition, will almost always serve an etic 
perspective as a result of the very nature of their work. As indicated by Laylander et al. (2014), it has 
sometimes been suggested that etic understanding, and therefore an archaeological understanding, is 
an imperfect and potentially ethnocentric attempt to arrive at emic understanding. In contrast to this, 
however, an etic understanding of material culture, cultural phenomena, and prehistoric lifeways can 
address significant dimensions of culture that lie entirely beyond the understanding or interest of those 
solely utilizing an emic perspective. As Harris (1991:20) appropriately points out, “Etic studies often 
involve the measurement and juxtaposition of activities and events that native informants find 
inappropriate or meaningless.” This is also likely true of archaeological comparisons and juxtapositions 
of material culture. However, culture as a whole does not occur in a vacuum and is the result of several 
millennia of choices and consequences influencing everything from technology, to religions, to 
institutions. Archaeology allows for the ability to not only see what came before, but to see how those 
choices, changes, and consequences affect the present. Where possible, archaeology should seek to 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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address both emic and etic understandings to the extent that they may be recoverable from the 
archaeological record as manifestations of patterned human behavior (Laylander et al. 2014). 
 

To that point, the culture history offered herein is primarily based upon archaeological (etic) and 
ethnographic (partially emic and partially etic) information. It is understood that the ethnographic record 
and early archaeological records were incompletely and imperfectly collected. In addition, in most 
cases, more than a century of intensive cultural change and cultural evolution had elapsed since the 
terminus of the prehistoric period. Coupled with the centuries and millennia of prehistoric change 
separating the “ethnographic present” from the prehistoric past, this has affected the emic and etic 
understandings of prehistoric cultural settings. Regardless, there remains a need to present the 
changing cultural setting within the region under investigation. As a result, both archaeological and 
Native American perspectives are offered when possible. 
 

Paleo Indian, Archaic Period Milling Stone Horizon, and the Late Prehistoric Takic groups are the three 
general cultural periods represented in Riverside County. The following discussion of the cultural history 
of Riverside County references the San Dieguito Complex, Encinitas Tradition, Milling Stone Horizon, 
La Jolla Complex, Pauma Complex, and San Luis Rey Complex, since these culture sequences have 
been used to describe archaeological manifestations in the region. The Late Prehistoric component 
present in the Riverside County area was primarily represented by the Cahuilla, Gabrielino, and Luiseño 
Indians. 
 

Absolute chronological information, where possible, has been incorporated into this archaeological 
discussion to examine the effectiveness of continuing to interchangeably use these terms. Reference 
has been made to the geological framework that divides the archaeologically- based culture chronology 
of the area into four segments: the late Pleistocene (20,000 to 10,000 years before the present [YBP]), 
the early Holocene (10,000 to 6,650 YBP), the middle Holocene (6,650 to 3,350 YBP), and the late 
Holocene (3,350 to 200 YBP). For this detailed analysis, please refer to the Phase 1 Cultural Resources 
Technical Study. 
 

For the general history of the Project Site within the San Jacinto Valley area, please also refer to the 
Phase 1 Cultural Resources Technical Study. 
 

RESEARCH GOALS 
 

The primary goal of the research design is to attempt to understand the way in which humans have 
used the land and resources within the Project Area through time, as well as to aid in the determination 
of resource significance. For the current Project, the study area under investigation is the western 
portion of Riverside County. The scope of work for the archaeological program conducted for the 
Columbia Heights Apartments Project included the survey of 2.4 acres. Given the area involved and 
the narrow focus of the cultural resources study, the research design for this Project was necessarily 
limited and general in nature. Since the main objective of the investigation was to identify the presence 
of and potential impacts to cultural resources, the goal is not necessarily to answer wide-reaching 
theories regarding the development of early southern California, but to investigate the role and 
importance of the identified resources. Although survey- level investigations are limited in terms of the 
amount of information available, several specific research questions were developed that could be used 
to guide the initial investigations of any observed cultural resources. The following research questions 
consider the size and location of the Project. 
 

Research Questions: 

• Can located cultural resources be situated with a specific time period, population, or individual? 
• Do the types of located cultural resources allow a site activity/function to be determined from a 

preliminary investigation? What are the site activities? What is the site function? What resources 
were exploited? 
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• How do the located sites compare to others reported from different surveys conducted in the 
area? 

• How do the located sites fit existing models of settlement and subsistence for valley 
environments of the region? 

 

Data Needs:  At the survey level, the principal research objective is a generalized investigation of 
changing settlement patterns in both the prehistoric and historic periods within the study area. The 
overall goal is to understand settlement and resource procurement patterns of the Project Area 
occupants. Therefore, adequate information on site function, context, and chronology from an 
archaeological perspective is essential for the investigation. The fieldwork and archival research were 
undertaken with these primary research goals in mind: 

1. To identify cultural resources occurring within the Project; 
2. To determine, if possible, site type and function, context of the deposit, and chronological 

placement of each cultural resource identified; 
3. To place each cultural resource identified within a regional perspective; and 
4. To provide recommendations for the treatment of each of the cultural resources identified. 

 

METHODOLOGY 
 

The archaeological program for the Columbia Heights Apartments Project consisted of an institutional 
records search, a NAHC SLF search, an intensive pedestrian survey of the 2.4-acre Project parcel, and 
preparation of a technical study. This archaeological study conformed to County of Riverside Cultural 
Resource Guidelines (Draft). Statutory requirements of CEQA and subsequent legislation (Section 
15064.5) were followed in evaluating the significance of cultural resources. Specific definitions for 
archaeological resource type(s) used in this report are those established by the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO; March 1995). 
 

Archaeological Records Search:   
 

Land Patent records held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and accessible through the BLM 
General Land Office (GLO) website were also reviewed for pertinent Project information. In addition, 
archival research was conducted utilizing historic maps, aerial photographs, newspapers, the Robert 
J. Fitch County of Riverside Archives, County Assessor’s data, and Ancestry.com. Further, the BFSA 
research library was also consulted for any relevant historical information. 
 

Field Methodology:  In accordance with the County and CEQA review requirements, an intensive 
pedestrian reconnaissance was conducted that employed a series of parallel survey transects spaced 
at five to 10-meter intervals to locate archaeological sites within the Project. The archaeological survey 
of the Project was completed on November 26, 2021. The entire Project was covered by the survey 
process and photographs were taken to document Project conditions during the survey (see Section 
4.2). Visibility throughout the property was generally good. However, ground visibility was obscured in 
a few locations by residential development and pockets of non-native weeds and grasses. No other 
constraints were encountered during the field survey. 
 

Report Preparation and Recordation: This report contains information regarding previous studies, 
statutory requirements for the Project, a brief description of the setting, research methods employed, 
and the overall results of the survey. The report includes all appropriate illustrations and tabular 
information needed to make a complete and comprehensive presentation of these activities, including 
the methodologies employed and the personnel involved. A copy of this report will be placed at the EIC 
at UCR. 
 

Native American Consultation:  BFSA requested a review of the SLF by the NAHC to determine if any 
recorded Native American sacred sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance are present 
or near the Project. As of the date of this report, the NAHC SLF results have not yet been received. 
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However, in accordance with previous recommendations of the NAHC, BFSA contacted all Native 
Americans listed in NAHC response letters from previous projects in the Project vicinity at least two 
weeks before the pedestrian survey was conducted. This request is not part of any Assembly Bill 52 
Native American consultation. All correspondence with the tribes is summarized within a following 
section and provided in Appendix D of the Cultural Resources Technical Study. 
 

Applicable Regulations:  Resource importance is assigned to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess exceptional value or quality illustrating or interpreting the heritage of Riverside 
County in history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. Criteria outlined in CEQA that 
provides the guidance for making such a determination is contained in the Technical Study. 
 

RESEARCH RESULTS 
 

Records Search Results: An archaeological records search for the Project and the surrounding area 
within a one- mile radius was requested from the EIC at UCR on November 23, 2021. The purpose of 
this investigation was to determine if any significant cultural resources would be affected by the 
proposed land development. This study consisted of the processing of a records search of previously 
recorded archaeological sites on or near the property and the completion of an archaeological survey 
of the Project. The archaeological records search was requested on November 23, 2021 from the 
Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the University of California at Riverside (UCR). The results of the 
records search were provided in March 2022 and indicate that no resources are recorded within the 
Project and that no previous studies included the subject property. However, the search did identify 26 
historic resources that have been recorded within one mile of the Project, shown in Table 9.  All of the 
resources found within one mile of the Project are historic and consist of 23 single-family residences, 
one foundation/structure pads, one church, and one concrete reservoir. 
 

Table 9 

Cultural Resources Located Within One Mile of the Project 

 
Site Description Distance From the Project (m) 

P-33-006248  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Historic single-family residences 
 

1,184.06 
P-33-006247 1,256.94 
P-33-006249 786.39 

P-33-006250 562.31 

P-33-006251  701.37 
P-33-006253  1,502.50 
P-33-006268  359.99 
P-33-006273  1,276.46 
P-33-006274  1,299.65 
P-33-006278  301.95 
P-33-006300  1,483.31 
P-33-006301  1,351.81 
P-33-006348  1,604.88 
P-33-006350  1,609.34 
P-33-006353  1,440.39 
P-33-006361  1,200.25 
P-33-006363  1,535.64 
P-33-006365  561.92 
P-33-014281  1,524.94 
P-33-016649  1,112.27 
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Site Description Distance From the Project (m) 
P-33-023609  1,003.44 
P-33-023610  990.85 
P-33-023611  941.02 
P-33-020418 Historic foundation/structure pads 1,192.56 
P-33-006252 Historic Pilgrim Congregational Church 1,276.46 
P-33-014317 Historic concrete reservoir 1,389.88 

Source: Eastern Information Center (EIC), University of California at Riverside (UCR), March 2022 
 

The records search results also indicates that 19 studies have been conducted within one mile of the 
Project’s boundaries, none of which include the Project Site. The complete records search results can 
be found in Appendix C of the Cultural Resources Technical Study. 
 
BFSA reviewed the following sources to help facilitate a better understanding of the historic use of the 
property: 

• The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Index 
• The OHP Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) 
• County of Riverside Assessor’s data 
• BLM GLO land records 
• The Hemet, California 15' topographic quadrangle (1943 and 1952) and Hemet, California 7.5' 

topographic quadrangle (1953) 
• Historic aerial photographs (1939, 1953, 1967, 1972, 1978, 1996, 2011, 2012, 2021) 
• Property data including current information found online through the Riverside County Map My 

County portal and historic assessor’s lot books held at the County of Riverside Robert J. Fitch 
Archives. 

 

BFSA requested a review of the SLF by the NAHC to determine if any recorded Native American sacred 
sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance are present near the Project. As of the date of 
this report, the NAHC SLF results have not yet been received. However, in accordance with previous 
recommendations of the NAHC, BFSA contacted all Native Americans listed in NAHC response letters 
from previous projects in the Project vicinity at least two weeks before the pedestrian survey was 
conducted. Responses were received from the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians and the Quechan 
Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation. The Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians indicated that they were 
unaware of specific cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed Project but requested they 
be contacted should any cultural resources be discovered. The Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma 
Reservation stated that they have no comments on this Project and differed to other local tribes. At the 
time of the preparation of this report, the SLF results have not yet been received. All correspondence 
is provided in Appendix D of the Technical Study. 
 

CULTURAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPACT FINDINGS 
 

During the prehistoric period, vegetation in the general area of the Project provided sufficient food 
resources to support prehistoric human occupants. The animals that inhabited the Project during 
prehistoric times included mammals such as rabbits, squirrels, gophers, mice, rats, deer, and coyotes, 
in addition to a variety of reptiles and amphibians. Intermittent streams found throughout the area and 
the San Jacinto River would have provided easily accessible sources of fresh water. 
 

The Phase I cultural resources survey of the Columbia Heights Apartments Project did not identify any 
prehistoric archaeological sites, However, based upon the presence of historic resources within the 
property, as well as the documented historic development and decades of disturbance within the parcel, 
there remains a potential for buried or masked archaeological deposits to be present within the Project 
boundaries. Based upon the potential to encounter buried or masked cultural deposits, the following 
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mitigation measures shall be implemented that should include archaeological monitoring of all 
excavation and grading activities associated with the Project in addition to a testing and significance 
evaluation should historic or prehistoric resources be encountered. 
 

MM-CUL-1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall provide written verification in the 
form of a letter from the Project archaeologist to the lead agency stating that a certified 
archaeologist has been retained to implement the monitoring program. 

 
MM-CUL-2: The certified archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the contractors to 

explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring program. 
 
MM-CUL-3: During the original cutting of previously undisturbed deposits, the archaeological 

monitor(s) shall be on-site, as determined by the consulting archaeologist, to perform 
periodic inspections of the excavations. The frequency of inspections will depend upon 
the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the presence and abundance of 
artifacts and features. The consulting archaeologist shall have the authority to modify 
the monitoring program if the potential for cultural resources appears to be more or less 
than anticipated. 

 
MM-CUL-4: Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits will be minimally documented in the field so 

the monitored grading can proceed. 
 
MM-CUL-5: In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered, the 

archaeologist shall have the authority to divert or temporarily halt ground disturbance 
operation in the area of discovery to allow for the evaluation of potentially significant 
cultural resources. The archaeologist shall contact the lead agency at the time of 
discovery. The archaeologist, in consultation with the lead agency, shall determine the 
significance of the discovered resources. The lead agency must concur with the 
evaluation before construction activities will be allowed to resume in the affected area. 
For significant cultural resources, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program to 
mitigate impacts shall be prepared by the consulting archaeologist and approved by the 
lead agency before being carried out using professional archaeological methods. If any 
human bones are discovered, the county coroner and lead agency shall be contacted. 
In the event that the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most 
Likely Descendant, as identified by the NAHC, shall be contacted in order to determine 
proper treatment and disposition of the remains. 

 
MM-CUL-6: Before construction activities are allowed to resume in the affected area, the artifacts 

shall be recovered and features recorded using professional archaeological methods. 
The Project archaeologist shall determine the amount of material to be recovered for an 
adequate artifact sample for analysis. 

 
MM-CUL-7: All cultural material collected during the grading monitoring program shall be processed 

and curated according to the current professional repository standards. The collections 
and associated records shall be transferred, including title, to an appropriate curation 
facility, to be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. 

 
MM-CUL-8: A report documenting the field and analysis results and interpreting the artifact and 

research data within the research context shall be completed and submitted to the 
satisfaction of the lead agency prior to the issuance of any building permits. The report 
will include DPR Primary and Archaeological Site Forms. 
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Findings of Fact 9.a): Based on this analysis documentation and required mitigation measures and 
monitoring set forth in Section 9.a), the proposed Project does not alter or destroy a known 
archaeological site. 
 

Findings of Fact 9.b): Based on this analysis documentation and required mitigation/conditions of 
approval and monitoring, the proposed Project does not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource, pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 
15064.5, with the above mitigation incorporated: 
 

Mitigation: As set forth in 9.a) above. 
 
Monitoring: A qualified archaeologist and an appointed Tribal representative shall monitor all excavation 
and grading activities associated with the Project, in addition to a testing and significance evaluation 
should historic or prehistoric resources be encountered. 
 

9.c) HUMAN REMAINS DISTURBANCE 
 

The grading and site improvements for the proposed Project has the potential for disturbing unknown 
human remains.  The County of Riverside has the following standard condition of approval (COA) if 
human remains are discovered: 
 

If human remains are encountered within the Project Site the Riverside County Coroner’s Division of 
the Riverside County Sheriff's Department must be contacted within 24-hours of the find, and all work 
shall be halted until a clearance is provided by that office.  Should the Coroner determine the human 
remains to be Native American, the State of California Native American Heritage Commission and the 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians shall be contacted. 
 
Findings of Fact 9.c): The information above indicates the proposed Project has a very low potential for 
disturbing human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Based on this 
documentation and required mitigation/conditions of approval, the proposed Project does not 
significantly disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries and is 
considered less than significant with standard conditions of approval applied. 
 

Mitigation: If human remains are encountered within the Project Site the Riverside County Coroner’s 
Division of the Riverside County Sheriff's Department must be contacted within 24-hours of the find, 
and all work shall be halted until a clearance is provided by that office.  Should the Coroner determine 
the human remains to be Native American, the State of California Native American Heritage 
Commission and the Morongo Band of Mission Indians shall be contacted. 
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ENERGY  Would the project: 
10. Energy Impacts 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
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consumption of energy resources, during project 
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□ □ □ 



 

 Page 68   

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), 
Energy Assessment for the Columbia Heights Residential Development, County of Riverside, 
California, Greve & Associates, March 2022; Project Application Materials 
 

The firm of Greve and Associates prepared the Energy Assessment for the 2.41- acre Columbia Heights 
Apartment Complex Project Site “Project Site” located within the unincorporated region of western 
Riverside County, California. The purpose of this study is to document federal, state and local 
regulations, identify the energy consumption setting, set forth Project energy demands, and document 
compliance with state Title 24 energy conservation requirements. This Technical Study is incorporated 
by reference and included as an Appendix to this Environmental Assessment - Initial Study as Appendix 
D. 
 

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

Federal and state agencies regulate energy use and consumption through various means and 
programs.  On the federal level, the United States Department of Transportation, the United States 
Department of Energy, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency are three federal 
agencies with substantial influence over energy policies and programs.  At the state level, the PUC and 
the California Energy Commissions (CEC) are two agencies with authority over different aspects of 
energy.  Relevant federal and state energy-related laws and plans are summarized below.  
 

County of Riverside Climate Action Plan (CAP):  In November 2019, the County of Riverside adopted 
the "Climate Action Plan Update."  Although the plan's focus is on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, 
a large part of the plan is directed at reducing energy consumption within the County.   The County is 
responsible for enforcing California's building efficiency standards which are updated regularly to 
incorporate new energy efficiency technologies.  The plan also identifies eleven "R2 Energy Measures" 
which can be incorporated into existing residential and non-residential buildings or new development 
projects to achieve a State-aligned reduction target.  These measures include such things as home 
energy evaluations, energy efficiency training, and increasing business participation in existing energy 
efficiency programs.  The plan contains measure R2-EE5 titled "Exceed Energy Efficiency Standards 
in New Residential Units."  This measure encourages County staff to implement energy efficiency 
measures beyond those required in current Title 24 standards. 
 

California Regulations - Integrated Energy Policy Report.  Senate Bill 1389 (Bowen, Chapter 568, 
Statutes of 2002) requires the California Energy Commission to prepare a biennial integrated energy 
policy report that assesses major energy trends and issues facing the state’s electricity, natural gas, 
and transportation fuel sectors and provides policy recommendations to conserve resources; protect 
the environment; ensure reliable, secure, and diverse energy supplies; enhance the state’s economy; 
and protect public health and safety (Public Resources Code § 25301a]). The Energy Commission 
prepares these assessments and associated policy recommendations every two years, with updates in 
alternate years, as part of the Integrated Energy Policy Report.  
 

The latest Integrated Energy Policy Report (2021 IEPR) was published in February 2022, and continues 
to work towards improving electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel energy use in California.  The 
2021 IEPR focuses on a variety of topics such as including the environmental performance of the 
electricity generation system, landscape-scale planning, transportation fuel supply reliability issues, 
updates on Southern California electricity reliability, methane leakage, climate adaptation activities for 
the energy sector, climate and sea level rise scenarios, and the California Energy Demand Forecast.  
Electricity would be provided to the Project by Southern California Edison (SCE).  SCE’s Clean Power 
and Electrification Pathway (CPEP) white paper builds on existing state programs and policies.  The 
Project is consistent with, and would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation the goals 
presented in the IEPR.  
 

State of California Energy Plan.  The CEC is responsible for preparing the State Energy Plan, which 
identifies emerging trends related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, 
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and the maintenance of a healthy economy.  The Plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation 
of the transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of 
fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs.  To further this policy, the Plan identifies a 
number of strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators and encouragement 
of urban designs that reduce vehicle miles traveled and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access.  
The Project Site is located near major transportation corridors with proximate access to the Interstate 
freeway system.  The Project supports urban design and planning processes identified under the State 
of California Energy Plan, is consistent with, and would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct 
implementation of the State of California Energy Plan.  
 
California Code Title 24, Part 6, Energy Efficiency Standards.  California Code Title 24, Part 6 (also 
referred to as the California Energy Code), was promulgated by the CEC in 1978 in response to a 
legislative mandate to create uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption.  To 
these ends, the California Energy Code provides energy efficiency standards for residential and 
nonresidential buildings.  According to the CEC, the Energy Commission’s energy efficiency standards 
have saved Californians billions in reduced electricity bills since 1977. 
 

The newest 2022 version of Title 24 was adopted by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and will 
become effective in 2023.  Over the next 30 years, the 2022 Energy Code is estimated to provide $1.5 
billion in consumer benefits and reduce 10 million metric tons of GHGs, equivalent to taking nearly 2.2 
million cars off the road for a year. 
 

The Project is designed, constructed and operated in a manner consistent with the Title 24 Energy 
Standards.  Compliance with the energy standards is enforced by the County of Riverside.  On this 
basis, the Project is determined to be consistent with, and would not interfere with, nor otherwise 
obstruct implementation of Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards. 
 

10.a) FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
 

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA).  The Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) promoted the development of inter-modal transportation 
systems to maximize mobility as well as address national and local interests in air quality and energy.  
ISTEA contained factors that Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) were to address in 
developing transportation plans and programs, including some energy-related factors.  To meet the new 
ISTEA requirements, MPOs adopted explicit policies defining the social, economic, energy, and 
environmental values guiding transportation decisions.  Transportation and access to the Project Site 
is provided primarily by the local and regional roadway systems.  The Project would not interfere with, 
nor otherwise obstruct intermodal transportation plans or projects that may be realized pursuant to the 
ISTEA because SCAG is not planning for intermodal facilities on or through the Project Site.  
 

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21).  The Transportation Equity Act for the 
21st Century (TEA-21) was signed into law in 1998 and builds upon the initiatives established in the 
ISTEA legislation, discussed above.  TEA-21 authorizes highway, highway safety, transit, and other 
efficient surface transportation programs.  TEA-21 continues the program structure established for 
highways and transit under ISTEA, such as flexibility in the use of funds, emphasis on measures to 
improve the environment, and focus on a strong planning process as the foundation of good 
transportation decisions.  TEA-21 also provides for investment in research and its application to 
maximize the performance of the transportation system through, for example, deployment of Intelligent 
Transportation Systems, to help improve operations and management of transportation systems and 
vehicle safety.  The Project Site is located along major transportation corridors with proximate access 
to the Interstate freeway system.  The site selected for the Project facilitates access, acts to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled, takes advantage of existing infrastructure systems, and promotes land use 
compatibilities.  The Project supports the strong planning processes emphasized under TEA-21.  The 
Project is therefore consistent with, and would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation 
of TEA-21.  
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Findings of Fact 10.a): The Project was evaluated in light of the Riverside County CAP, the California 
Integrated Energy Project, the California Energy Plan, the California Energy Efficiency Standards, the 
Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, and the Federal Transportation Equity Act for 
the 21st Century.  The Project will comply with all these State and Federal regulations as well as with 
the County’s Climate Action Plan. The Project must comply with strict California Title 24 energy 
efficiency requirements enforced through the County’s plan check process.  With these regulations and 
permit requirements in place the Project would not conflict with or obstruct or violate any state or local 
plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
 

Based upon Project compliance with Riverside County, state and federal codes and regulations, the 
County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and mitigation/conditions of approval requiring compliance with the 
2022 version of Title 24 California Energy Code, the proposed Project does not result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during Project construction or operation. 
 

Mitigation: Compliance with the Riverside County CAP, the California Integrated Energy Project, the 
California Energy Plan, the California Energy Efficiency Standards, the Federal Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act, the Federal Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, and the 
California Title 24 energy efficiency requirements.   
 

Monitoring: California Title 24 energy efficiency requirements enforced through the County’s plan check 
process.   
 

10.b) STATE & LOCAL PLANS – RENEWALBLE ENERGY & ENERGY EFFECIENCY 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

Electric Consumption:  The California Energy Commission provides full forecasts for electricity and 
natural gas demand every two years as part of the Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) process.  
The forecast includes three demand cases designed to capture a reasonable range of demand 
outcomes over the next 10 years.  The high energy demand case incorporates relatively high 
economic/demographic growth, relatively low electricity and natural gas rates, and relatively low 
committed efficiency program, self-generation, and climate change impacts.  The low energy demand 
case includes lower economic/demographic growth, higher assumed rates, and higher committed 
efficiency program and self-generation impacts.  The mid case uses input assumptions at levels 
between the high and low cases.  The forecasts include estimates of the effects of new legislation and 
trends in electric consumption such as the use of zero-emission automobiles.  Additionally, the Title 24 
building standards updates expected in 2019 will include requirements for photovoltaic installations for 
new homes as a contributor toward the state’s zero-net-energy goals and is included in the forecasts. 
 

Exhibit 16 on the following page taken from the 2017 IEPR, shows the electric consumption from 1990 
to current with forecasts through 2030.  The graphic shows relatively stable consumption rates from 
2005 through 2018, with an increase in consumption beginning in 2020. 
 

Transportation Energy:  California is home to 30 million registered cars, trucks, buses, and other 
motorized on-road vehicles.  The state’s history has been, in part, a history of the automobile and the 
associated impacts on personal mobility, land-use planning, and air quality.  In recognition of these 
challenges, California has enacted a suite of policies and goals to shift the transportation sector toward 
cleaner, sustainable fuels and more efficient technology vehicles.  
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Exhibit 16 

Statewide Electricity Consumption 

 

 
 

Exhibit 17, taken from the 2021 IEPR, shows the fuel demand forecast fuel forecasts for 2020 and 2035 
for light duty vehicles.  The graphic shows decreased usage of gasoline and diesel with an increase 
reliance on electricity.  The demand for gasoline is expected to wane over time, primarily due to 
increases in fuel efficiency and electrification. 
 

Exhibit 17 

Fuel Demand 

 
 
Natural Gas:  Natural gas is a large and important energy source for California.  It provides energy to 
heat homes, cook food, and generate electricity.  Some portion of this will likely remain so even as 
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California moves away from fossil fuels to meet climate goals.  Currently in California, natural gas serves 
more than 10.5 million homes, about 445,000 businesses, about 37,000 factories and industrial 
consumers, and more than 640 electric generating units.  
 

The greatest consumers of natural gas in decreasing order of usage are electric power generation, 
residential, industrial, mining, commercial, and other.  In California since 1990, natural gas demand has 
remained relatively flat in all but the electric power sector which has steadily increased.  This is despite 
adding 9.2 million additional residents, a 31 percent population growth. 
 

Exhibit 18 below, taken from the 2021 IEPR, generally show a decreasing reliance on natural gas.  The 
results show that, with the implementation of increased preferred resources and energy efficiency, 
natural gas generation decreases between 2017 and 2024.   
 

Exhibit 18 

 
 

 
Local Suppliers of Energy:  Southern California Edison (SCE) is the electrical utility provider for the 
County of Riverside.  SCE provides electrical power to homes and businesses, in addition to providing 
information on energy efficiency, rotating outages, emergency preparedness, electrical safety tips, and 
tree planting guidelines to ensure non-interference with electrical utility lines. 
 

Southern California Gas Company (The Gas Company) is the provider of natural gas to the Project Site.  
The Gas Company also provides customers with appliance services, an energy efficiency and rebate 
program, and information on emergency preparedness and air quality.  According to the “2020 California 
Gas Report,” (prepared by the California Gas and Electric Utilities) The Gas Company had a throughput 
of 2,409 million cubic feet per day. 
 

PROJECT ENERGY DEMANDS 
 

Construction Energy Demands.  The energy usage during construction is presented in this section.  
Electrical energy during construction, fuel consumed by construction equipment, and fuel consumed by 
employees and vendors are considered. 
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Power cost from on-site electricity consumption during construction of the proposed Project is based on 
the 2017 National Construction Estimator, Richard Pray (2017).   The typical power cost per 1,000 
square feet of building construction per month is estimated to be $2.32.  The proposed Project consists 
of the construction 30,600 square feet of residences over the course of approximately 10 months.  The 
total electricity usage from on-site Project construction related activities is estimated to be approximately 
14,448 kWh.  (Spreadsheet provided in Energy Technical Study Appendix.) 
 

Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy resource expended over the 
course of Project construction.  Project construction activity timeline estimates, construction equipment 
schedules, equipment power ratings, load factors, and associated fuel consumption estimates were 
determined by the CalEEMod model (refer to the Air Quality Assessment for the Project).  The 
aggregate fuel consumption rate for all equipment is estimated at 18.5 hp-hr-gal., obtained from 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Emissions Factors Tables.  For the purposes of this analysis, the 
calculations are based on all construction equipment being diesel-powered which is standard practice 
consistent with industry standards.  Diesel fuel would be supplied by existing commercial fuel providers 
serving the County and region.  The Project construction activities would consume an estimated 28,591 
gallons of diesel fuel.  (Spreadsheet provided in Energy Technical Study Appendix.) 
 

It is assumed that all construction worker trips are from light duty autos (LDA) along area roadways.  
With respect to estimated VMT, the construction worker trips would generate an estimated 137,798 
VMT per the CalEEMod modeling.  Vehicle fuel efficiencies for LDA were estimated using information 
generated within the 2021 version of the Emissions Factor model (EMFAC) developed by the Air 
Resources Board (ARB).  EMFAC 2021 is a computer model that was developed to calculate emission 
rates, fuel consumption, and VMT from motor vehicles that operate on highways, freeways, and local 
roads in California.  EMFAC 2021 was run for the LDA vehicle class within the California sub-area.  As 
generated by EMFAC 2021, an aggregated fuel economy of LDAs is estimated to have a fuel efficiency 
of 25.4 miles per gallon (mpg).  Therefore, it is estimated that 5,425 gallons of fuel will be consumed 
related to construction worker trips during full construction of the proposed Project.   
 

A similar approach was used to estimate diesel fuel usage for medium-heavy duty trucks and heavy-
heavy duty trucks involved in vendor trips and haul trips during construction.  Fuel consumption from 
construction vendor trips (medium and heavy-duty trucks) will total approximately 1,929 gallons.  
(Spreadsheet provided in Energy Technical Study Appendix.) 
 

Operational Energy Demands. Energy consumption related to the Project operations would include fuel 
usage by vehicles associated with the Project, natural gas consumption used for water and space 
heating, and electric consumption used for lighting and appliances.  
 

CalEEMod provides an estimate of VMT.  The Project would generate an estimated 896,622 annual 
VMT along area roadways for all passenger cars.  As generated by EMFAC2021, an aggregated fuel 
economy for automobiles is estimated to have a fuel usage of 25.4 mpg.  Therefore, it is estimated that 
35,300 gallons of gasoline will be consumed from Project generated vehicular trips.  (Spreadsheet 
provided in Energy Technical Study Appendix.) 
 

Residents would consume natural gas and electricity.  Natural gas would be supplied to the Project by 
Southern California Gas; electricity would be supplied to the Project by Southern California Edison.  
Annual natural gas usage is estimated by CalEEMod and projected to be 759,599 kBTU per year.  
Electricity demands of the Project were also projected with CalEEMod with a total estimate of 190,535 
kWh per year.  (Spreadsheet provided in Energy Technical Study Appendix.) 
 

Summary of Energy Usage:  The energy usage for the Project is summarized in Table 10, below. Both 
energy usage during construction and operation of the Project are shown. 
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Table 10 

Summary of Project Energy Usage 

Construction (Total Energy Used)  

    

 Electricity 14,448 kWh 

    

 Construction Equipment 28,591 Gallons of diesel fuel 

 Vendor Trips 1,929 Gallons of diesel fuel 

 Total Diesel Fuel 30,521 Gallons of diesel fuel 

    

 Worker Trips 5,415 Gallons of gasoline 

    

Operational (Annual Energy Consumption)  

 Vehicular Travel 35,300 Gallons of gasoline 

 Electricity 190,535 kWh 

 Natural Gas 759,599 kBTU 
        

Source: Greve & Associates 
 

Findings of Fact 10.b): The Project was evaluated in light of the Riverside County CAP, the California 
Integrated Energy Project, the California Energy Plan, the California Energy Efficiency Standards, the 
Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, and the Federal Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century.  The Project will comply with all these State and Federal regulations as well as 
with the County’s Climate Action Plan. The Project must comply with strict California Title 24 energy 
efficiency requirements enforced through the County’s plan check process.  With these regulations and 
permit requirements in place the Project would not conflict with or obstruct or violate any state or local 
plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
 

Based upon Project compliance with Riverside County, state and federal codes and regulations, the 
County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) are standard conditions of approval requiring compliance with the 
2022 version of Title 24 California Energy Code, the proposed Project does not conflict with or obstruct 
a State or Local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
 
Mitigation:   None Required 
 
Monitoring: California Title 24 energy efficiency requirements enforced through the County’s plan check 
process.   
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS  Would the project directly or indirectly:  
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Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones,” GIS database, 
Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story 
Apartment Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, 
California, Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022. 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

During early 2022, a Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report and Preliminary 
Geotechnical Investigation for the Columbia Heights 36-Unit Apartment Project was prepared by the 
Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering Company in March 2022. The purpose of this investigation was 
to provide a technical evaluation of the preliminary geologic setting of the Proposed Project site and to 
provide soils and liquefaction design recommendations for the proposed development. The scope of 
work included: 

• Review soils, seismic, geologic, groundwater data, maps and nearby site reports in our files. 
• Preliminary exploration of the site by means of five 8-inch diameter borings, 25 to 50 feet deep, 

at readily 
• accessible locations. 
• Field engineer (California Registered RCE) for logging of the excavations. sampling of select 

soils, observation of excavation resistance, record SPT blow counts and water seepage (if any). 
• Perform basic laboratory testing on select soil samples, expected to include moisture, density, 

sieve analysis, expansion index and corrosion potential (pH. chlorides, resistivity and water 
soluble sulfates). 

• Perform digitized search of known faults within a 50-mile radius of the site. 
• Determine California Building Code (CBC) 2022 seismic parameters for the site. 
• Consult with Project architect/civil engineer. 
• Prepare a report of our findings, conclusions and recommendations for site preparation, 

including over-excavation/removal depth, allowable bearing value, foundation/slab-on-grade 
depth/thickness recommendations, excavation characteristics, liquefaction evaluation,  general 
earthwork and grading specifications, California Building Code (2022) seismic design 
coefficients and Cal/OSHA soil classification. 

This Technical Study included as an Appendix to this Environmental Assessment  - Initial Study as 
Appendix E. 
 

11.a) FAULTING 
 

The site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone and Riverside 
County fault zone. A computer search of known Quaternary major faults within 50 miles of the site from 
USGS Earthquake Hazards. Program is presented within the referenced Technical Study. Please note 
that it is probable that not all active or potentially active faults in the region have been identified. 
Furthermore, seismic potential of the smaller and less notable faults is not sufficiently developed for 
assignment of maximum earthquake magnitudes and associated levels of ground shaking that might 
occur at the site due to these faults. 
 

In summary, the historical seismicity of the site entails numerous small to medium magnitude 
earthquake events occurring in the region around the subject site. Any future developments at the 
subject site should anticipate that moderate to large seismic events could occur very near the site. 
 

Findings of Fact 11.a): The site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo earthquake 
fault zone and Riverside County fault zone. Based upon this analysis, the Proposed Project is not 
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subject to rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault.  
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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12. Liquefaction Potential Zone  
a) Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 

    

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-3 “Generalized Liquefaction,” Geology Report; 
Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story 
Apartment Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, 
California, Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022. 
 

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 
 

Groundwater was not encountered in any exploratory borings to maximum explored depth of 50 feet 
below ground surface. Groundwater data from wells with two miles of the Project Site show groundwater 
depths ranging from 315 feet up to 243 below the surface. Therefore, groundwater under the site is 
anticipated to lie in excess of 240 feet and does not appear to be a factor in the development of the site. 
 

12.a) LIQUEFACTION  
 

The potential for liquefaction in an area is a function of soil type and depth of groundwater. Poorly 
consolidated soils combine with groundwater during an earthquake, losing their shear strength and 
taking on the properties of a heavy liquid. This process, termed liquefaction, can result in the loss of 
foundation support, ground failure due to lateral spreading, and settlement of affected soils. Three 
general conditions must be met for liquefaction to occur: (1) strong ground shaking of relatively long 
duration; (2) loose, or unconsolidated, recently deposited sediments consisting primarily of silty sand 
and sand; and (3) water saturated sediments within about 50 feet of the surface. 
 

Based on county map, the site is located within an area of moderate potential liquefaction (See 
Technical Study, Figure 3). 
 

Liquefaction Analysis/Dynamic Settlement: LiguefyPro:  Liquefaction susceptibility using Standard 
Penetration Test data and laboratory Gain size test results were analyzed using LiquefyPro software 
(Version 5.5g). ). A predominant earthquake magnitude of 7.12 (USGS Interactive Deagregation, 10% 
probability of exceedance in 50 years) was used. An associated ground acceleration of 0.73g 
(equivalent to two-thirds of PGAM), and a depth to groundwater of 200 feet below the existing ground 
surface were used in our liquefaction evaluation. The software output is presented in the Technical 
Study Appendix B. The main observations of the results are as follows: 
 

Boring Number Total  Settlement (inch) Differential Settlement (inch) 
Ba2 11.77 5.883 to 7.766 

 

Onsite soils at the site in general have a Safety Factor of 5.0 against liquefaction. 
 

□ □ □ 



 

 Page 77   

The Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report set forth the following recommendations to 
stabilize the Project Site from potential liquefaction during a major earthquake: 

Site Preparation: Grading and backfill should be performed in compliance with the County of Riverside 
Grading Ordinance and our General Earthwork and Grading Specifications presented in Appendix E of the Reports 
Technical Study. 
The new building/grading area should be cleared of all debris, weeds, old foundations, abandoned utility lines, 
irrigation appurtenances, underground structures, trees, tree root system, vegetable matter, deleterious 
materials, etc. 

Overexcavation & Recompaction: Subsequent to site clearance as indicated above, the new building 
areas, extending at least 6 feet outside building lines, including walls and canopies, etc. (where 
practical), should be overexcavated to a depth of at least 6 feet below existing grade or pad elevation, 
whichever is deeper. Old fills or roots should be traced and completely removed if encountered in bottom 
of the overexcavated areas. After overexcavation, the exposed surfaces should be further scarified to 
a depth of at least 12 inches, thoroughly watered and recompacted to at least 90 percent of the 
maximum dry density, as determined by ASTM D1557-12 Test Method, prior to placement of fill. Deeper 
overexcavations, especially to remove loose soils, existing deep structures or clean the bottoms, etc. 
may be required depending upon field observations of excavations by the soil engineer or his 
representative. 
 
Compacted Fills/Imported Soils: Any soil to be placed as fill, whether presently onsite or import, should 
be approved by the soil engineer or his representative prior to their placement. All onsite soils to be 
used as fill should be cleansed of any roots, oversize rock, or other deleterious materials. Although not 
anticipated, cobbles and boulders larger than 6-inches in diameter should not be placed in the vicinity 
of foundations and utility lines. All fills should be placed in 6- to -8 inch loose lifts, watered (or dried) 1ll 
near or 2 percent above optimum moisture content properly mixed and compacted to at least 90 percent 
relative compaction. This is relative to the maximum dry density determined by ASTM D1557-12 Test 
Method. 
 

Any imported soils should be sandy (preferably uses "SM" or "SW', and very low in expansion potential) 
and approved by the soil engineer. The soil engineer or his representative should observe the 
placement of all fill and take sufficient tests to verify the moisture content and the uniformity and degree 
of compaction. 

Compacted Fills/Imported Soils: Any soil to be placed as fill, whether presently onsite or import, should 
be approved by the soil engineer or his representative prior to their placement. All onsite soils to be 
used as fill should be cleansed of any roots, oversize rock, or other deleterious materials. Although not 
anticipated, cobbles and boulders larger than 6- inches in diameter should not be placed in the vicinity 
of foundations and utility lines. All fills should be placed in 6- to -8 inch loose lifts, watered (or dried) to 
near or 2 percent above optimum moisture content, properly mixed and compacted to at least 90 percent 
relative compaction. This is relative to the maximum dry density determined by ASTM D1557-12 Test Method. 
 
Any imported soils should be sandy (preferably uses "SM" or "SW', and very low in expansion potential) 
and approved by the soil engineer. The soil engineer or his representative should observe the 
placement of all fill and take sufficient tests to verify the moisture content and the uniformity and degree 
of compaction obtained. 

Slabs-on-Grade/Moisture Barrier:  Slabs-on-grade should be at least 5 inches thick and should be 
reinforced with at least No. 4 bars at 18- inches on-center both ways, properly centered in mid-thickness 
of slabs. Slab reinforcement should be supported on concrete spacers (chairs) for proper positioning 
at mid-thickness. Slabs-on-grade should be provided with a 10-mil Visqueen moisture barrier underlain 
with four inches of ½ inch or larger clean aggregate in compliance with California Green Building 
Standards Code. 
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Findings of Fact 12.a): The Applicant is incorporating these recommendations into the grading plan 
requirements and retaining Rodrigues Consulting and Engineering to implement the recommendations. 
Based on this documentation, the Proposed Project will not be subject to seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction, and is considered less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   Adherence to recommendations contained in the Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering 
Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report.  
 

Monitoring:   Riverside County Plan Check process and prior to the issuance of a grading or building  
permit. 
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
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Less 
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Significant 
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No 
Impact 

13. Ground-shaking Zone 

a) Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking?     

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-4 “Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map,” 
and Figures S-13 through S-21 (showing General Ground Shaking Risk), Soil Investigation and 
Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story Apartment Complex, 25914 
Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, California, Rodriguez Consulting 
and Engineering, March 2022 Geology Report.  
 

13.a) GROUND SHAKING 
 

According to the 2022 California Building Code (CBC), this portion of Riverside County is in Seismic 
Zone 4. Seismic Zone 4 includes those areas that lie in a zone of major historic earthquakes (i.e., MW 
magnitude greater than 7.0) and recent high levels of seismicity. Major damage corresponding to 
intensities VIII or higher on the MMI Scale should be expected within this zone. Thus, strong earthquake 
groundshaking is a potentially significant seismic hazard throughout the Project Area and within the 
Columbia Heights Apartment Project site. The amount of earthquake shaking at the site is a function of 
earthquake magnitude; the type of earthquake source (i.e., type of fault); distance between the site and 
the earthquake source; the geology of the site; and how the earthquake waves subside (attenuate) as 
they travel from their source to a given location. Larger, nearer quakes will increase the degree of 
groundshaking at a given location. Soil and rock type may act to amplify or attenuate seismic waves 
and consequent groundshaking. Generally, areas that are underlain by bedrock tend to experience less 
groundshaking than those underlain by unconsolidated sediments such as artificial fill. The Project site 
does not contain artificial fill.  
 

Adherence to building codes and development that includes site specific geotechnical studies required 
at building permit plan check has been prepared for this Project as mandated by the CBC. This process 
has identified and minimize risks from areas of unstable soils by ensuring the incorporation of 
recommendations from the site-specific geotechnical investigations into design of plan for the Proposed 
Columbia Heights Apartment Project.   
 
Findings of Fact 13.a: Based on this analysis, the Proposed Project is subject to strong ground shaking, 
however adherence to building codes and development that includes site specific geotechnical studies 
required at building permit plan check has been prepared for this Project as mandated by the CBC 
which reduces potential impacts to levels considered less than significant. This process has identified 
and minimize risks from areas of unstable soils by ensuring the incorporation of recommendations from 
the site-specific geotechnical investigations into design of plan for the Proposed Columbia Heights 
Apartment Project.   

□ □ □ 
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Mitigation: Adherence to building codes and site specific geotechnical study recommendations. 
 
Monitoring: Riverside County Plan Check process and prior to the issuance of a grading or building 
permit. 
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14. Landslide Risk 

a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards? 

    

 
Source(s):   On-site Inspection, Riverside County General Plan Figure S-5 “Regions Underlain by Steep 
Slope,” Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story 
Apartment Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, 
California, Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022 Geology Report. 
 

14.a) The site lies on a relatively flat surface. The occurrence of mass movement failures such as 
landslides, rockfalls, or debris flows within such areas is generally not considered common and no 
evidence of mass movement was observed on the site. 
 

Findings of Fact 14.a): Based on documented site conditions, the Project Site is not located on a 
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards. Therefore, 
there is no impact. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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15. Ground Subsidence 

a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in ground subsidence? 

    

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-7 “Documented Subsidence Areas Map,” Soil 
Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story Apartment 
Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, California, 
Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022 Geology Report. 
 

15.a) The Project Site and the area surrounding the Project Site is relatively flat (less than 2% slope), 
Therefore, based on previous analysis, the potential for on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading and 
is considered to be less than significant . The County’s GIS Mapping System indicates the Project Site 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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is susceptible to subsidence. In addition, the previous documentation shows moderate susceptibility for 
liquefaction.  
 

Based on soil classification and laboratory test results, the expansion potential of the near surface 
sandy soils is very low (El=0). Based on the analysis, the site has a factor of safety of 5 against liquefaction. 
 

All projects in the County of Riverside must demonstrate compliance with the California Building Code 
that sets forth structural construction requirements related to potential lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse risks prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 

Lateral Resistance:  Lateral loads may be resisted by friction provided by the soil on the base of the 
foundation and by passive earth pressure. A coefficient of friction of 0.35 of dead load may be used. 
An allowable passive earth pressure of 250 psi per foot of depth to a maximum value of 2,500 psi 
may be used to establish lateral bearing resistance for footings. When combining passive and 
friction for lateral resistance; the passive component should be reduced by one third. 
 

Findings of Fact 15.a): Based on the proposed site plan improvements and the Rodriguez Consulting 
and Engineering Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report Recommendations that have 
been incorporated in the Project’s Grading Plan, the Proposed Project site is not located on a geologic 
unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially 
result in ground subsidence. This impact is considered less than significant with incorporations of 
recommendations set for in the Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report.. 
 

Mitigation: Adherence to recommendations contained in the Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering Soil 
Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report.  
 

Monitoring: County of Riverside Building Permit Plan Check Process. 
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16. Other Geologic Hazards 

a) Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, 
mudflow, or volcanic hazard? 

    

 
Source(s): Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-
Story Apartment Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, 
California, Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022 Geology Report. 
 

16.a) The closest body of water is Diamond Valley Lake, located approximately 4,5 miles southwest of 
the Project Site and does not pose a seiche threat at this distance. The Site and surrounding area are 
relatively flat (less than 2% slope) so mudflows from hillside slopes are not considered a potential 
impact. The closest area subject to volcanic hazard is the Mammoth Lakes area located approximately 
275 miles northeast of the Project Site so the threat of volcanic eruption is not considered a threat at 
that distance.  
 

Findings of Fact 16.a): Based upon the location of the Project Site and its distance from potential seiche 
and volcanic eruption and given the relative flat nature of the Site and the surrounding area, the 
Proposed Project is not subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, mudflow, or volcanic hazard and 
has no potential to impact the Site. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 

□ □ □ 
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17. Slopes 

a) Change topography or ground surface relief 
features? 

    

b) Create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher 
than 10 feet??     

c) Result in grading that affects or negates 
subsurface sewage disposal systems?      

 

Source(s):   Riv. Co. 800-Scale Slope Maps, Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, 
Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story Apartment Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-
002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, California, Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022 
Geology Report. Project Preliminary Grading Plan. 
 

17.a) TOPOGRAPHY CHANGE 
 

The Project’s existing topography has elevations from 1662 to 1666, with 2% slopes trending from east 
to west. There are no site ground surface relief features. The Preliminary Grading Plan does not 
significantly change existing topography and maintains the east to west sheet flow at its current slope 
ratio. The proposed grading is balanced onsite. There is no export of material required. 
 

Findings of Fact 17.a): Based upon the relatively flat nature of the Project Site (under 2% slope) and a 
Preliminary Grading Plan that is balanced and does not change the direction or slope of the Project 
Site, the Project does not change topography or ground surface relief features. Therefore, there is no 
impact, 
 

17.b) CUT/FILL SLOPES 
 

The Project Site is flat with only a four foot elevation change from east to west. Therefore, the 
Preliminary Grading Plan does not create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet. 
 

Findings of Fact 17.b): Based upon the relatively flat nature of the Project Site (under 2% slope) and a 
Preliminary Grading Plan that does not change the direction or slope of the Project Site, the Project 
does not create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet. Therefore, there is no impact, 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

17.c) SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 
 

The existing and ancillary residences on the Project Site have subsurface septic systems that are 
proposed to be removed in compliance with County Department of Environmental Health permit 
procedures. The Project is required to submit an exhibit that shows the type, location and depth of the 
subsurface septic systems and a plan that remediates and removes the impacted soils that meets 
County Department of Environmental Health permit requirements prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit.  
 

The Proposed Apartment Project is proceeding with plans and permits to connect to the Lake Hemet 
Municipal Water District sewer line that exists adjacent to the Project Site in Columbia Street and pay 
appropriate connecting fees to District and the regional treatment plant agency. 
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ 
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Findings of Fact 17.c): Based upon the County Department of Environmental Health requirements and 
procedures that require plans and a permit to be issued for the removal of the onsite subsurface septic 
systems, and given the Applicant is pursuing the permits to connect to the Lake Hemet Municipal Water 
District’s existing sewer system adjacent to the site in Columbia Street, the Proposed Project does not 
result in grading that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal systems. These impacts are 
considered less that significant with mitigation measures/standard conditions of approval applied. 
 

Mitigation: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant is required to submit plans and obtain 
required permits from the County Department of Environmental Health for the removal and remediation 
of the existing subsurface septic systems that currently serve the two dwelling units on the Project Site. 
 

Monitoring: The Riverside County Department of Environmental Health is responsible for approval of 
the plans and permits necessary for the removal of the existing septic systems and for the inspections 
for proper remediation. 
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18. Soils 

a) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

    

b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 
1803.5.3 of the California Building Code (2022), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

    

c) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

    

 
Source(s):   U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service Soil Surveys, Project Application Materials, On-site 
Inspection, Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for the Columbia Heights 36-
Unit Residential Apartment Project, HP Engineering, Inc. September 2023. Project Site Plan; Soil 
Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story Apartment 
Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside County, California, 
Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022 Geology Report. 
 

18.a) SOIL EROSION 
 

The Project's Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) sets forth specific construction 
related and operational best management practices (BMPs) that address reducing potential erosion 
and siltation both on and off-site.  The Project also proposes compliance with the County and  Regional 
Water Quality Control Board requirements for onsite stormwater retention. The County’s Engineering 
Department's approval of a final WQMP requires incorporation of specific best management practices 
during Project construction and during ongoing operations that minimize the potential for on and off-site 
erosion and siltation to levels considered less than significant. 
 

Findings of Fact `18.a): Based upon this information and required standard conditions of approval for a 
County approved Final WQMP prior to the issuance of a building permit, the proposed Project will not 
result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. This impact is considered less than significant 
with standard conditions of approval for a Final WQPM prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Monitoring: County of Riverside Plan Check process prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 
 

18.b) EXPANSIVE SOILS 
 

Based on soil classification and laboratory test results, the expansion potential of the near surface sandy 
soils is very low (El=0). All projects in the County of Riverside must demonstrate compliance with the 
California Building Code that sets forth structural construction requirements related to potential 
expansive soils, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse risks prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. 
 

Findings of Fact 18.b): Based upon information contained in the referenced technical studies and 
required standard conditions of approval for a County approved grading plan, the Lead Agency finds 
the proposed Project is not located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 1803.5.3 of the California 
Building Code (2022), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property. Therefore, impacts 
associated with expansive soils are found to be less than significant  
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

18.c) ONSITE SEPTIC SYSTEMS 
 

The Applicant is pursuing plans and permits to connect to the Lake Hemet Municipal Water District’s 
existing sewer system adjacent to the site in Columbia Street. No onsite septic tanks or alternative 
waste water disposal systems are proposed for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project. Therefore, no 
impacts will result 
 

Findings of Fact 18.c): Based upon the information that no onsite septic system is proposed , this soils 
condition is not applicable to the proposed Project. There will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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19. Wind Erosion and Blown Sand from project either 

on or off site. 

a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind 
erosion and by blown sand, either on or off site? 

    

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-8 “Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map,” Ord. No. 
460, Article XV & Ord. No. 484 
 

19.a) Wind erosion and fugitive dust emissions from the Project Site would be minimized with 
implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 during grading and site disturbing activities.  
 

Fugitive dust is particulate matter that is suspended in the air by direct or indirect human activities. Two 
South Coast AQMD rules were adopted with the purpose of reducing the amount of fugitive dust 
entrained as a result of human activities. “Rule 403” applies to any activity capable of generating fugitive 
dust. “Rule 403.1” is supplemental to Rule 403 and applies only to fugitive dust sources in Coachella 
Valley. “Rule 403.2” is another supplemental rule to Rule 403.1 designed to mitigate dust from large 
roadway projects close to sensitive receptors throughout the South Coast AQMD. 
 

□ □ □ 
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The proposed Water Quality Management Plan incorporates best management practices as a standard 
condition of approval that require daily watering of graded area to minimize wind erosion of sand and 
finer particle dust. Ongoing daily watering will occur during all active grading operations. 
 

The Project Site is not located in the Coachella Valley and not subject to Rule 403.1.vThe Project does 
not involve a large highway project close to sensitive receptors and is not subject to Rule 403.2. The 
Project would not be a source of windblown dust post-construction because of hardscape and 
landscape improvements. The Project Site is not located in a blow sand area as defined identified in 
Figure S-8 in the County of Riverside General Plan.  
 

Findings of Fact 19.a): Based on this documentation, with SCAQMD’s Rule 403 applied and proposed 
hardscape and landscape improvements in place, the Proposed Project will not result in an increase in 
wind erosion and by blown sand, either on or off site. Impacts would be less than significant under these 
conditions. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  Would the project: 
20. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

    

 

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), Focused 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Analysis for the Columbia Heights Residential Development, 
County of Riverside, California, Greve & Associates, March 2022. 
 

20.a) GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

The firm of Greve and Associates prepared the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Assessment 
for the 2.4-acre Columbia Heights Apartment Complex Project Site “Project Site” located within the 
unincorporated region of western Riverside County, California. The purpose of this study is to document 
established greenhouse gas emission thresholds of significance, identify short-term construction and 
long-term operational impacts on local and regional environments. This Technical Study is included as 
Appendix A in this Environmental Assessment - Initial Study. 
 

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD 
 

The Significance Threshold that will be used for this Project is based on SCAQMD’s suggested tiered 
approach, which is consistent with CARB’s recommendations.  The Project is not specifically exempted 
in SB97, and there are no GHG reduction plans that are consistent with the AB32 GHG reduction goals 
that with a certified final CEQA document that are applicable to the proposed Project.  Therefore, the 
Project is not compliant with Tiers 1 or 2.  The significance of the Project will be determined based on 
compliance with the Tier 3 and 4 requirements.  The Project will be considered to have a significant 
impact if total annual GHG emissions exceed 3,000 MTCO2e (equivalent metric tons of carbon dioxide).  

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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If the 3,000 threshold is exceeded then the annual emissions per service population (the number of 
residents for residential projects and persons employed for commercial projects) should not exceed 4.6 
MT CO2e/yr/person, or a significant impact will be determined.  Note that the methodology recommends 
that total construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period or the Project’s expected lifetime 
if it is less than 30 years. 
 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 
 
The County of Riverside developed a Climate Action Plan (CAP) and updated it in 2019 ("County of 
Riverside Climate Action Plan Update," Riverside County Planning Department, November 2019).  The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines were amended to address the assessment of 
greenhouse gas impacts.  The County's Climate Action Plan (CAP) provides some direction on how to 
evaluate the potential GHG impacts with respect to the CEQA Guidelines.  According to the CAP, an 
analysis of the Project GHG emissions needs to be done.  If it is shown that the annual emissions will 
be less than 3,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent, then no further analysis or mitigation is needed.  
Specifically, the County on page 6 of the CAP update identifies efficiency measures for projects with 
less than 3,000 MT CO2e per year.  The measures that are required are as follows. 

■ Energy efficiency matching or exceeding the Title 24 requirements in effect as of January 
2017, and 

■ Water conservation measures that match the California Green Building Standards Code 
in effect as of January 2017. 

Projects with more than 3,000 MTCO2e must undergo additional analysis and mitigation per the CAP 
update. 

Many gases make up the group of pollutants that are believed to contribute to the greenhouse effect 
and are defined in CEQA Guidelines 15364.5.  The CalEEMod model was used to Project the primary 
GHG emissions from construction activities, vehicular usage, water consumption, solid waste 
generation and other operational activities.  Electrical generation and natural gas combustion emissions 
will be included in the operational emissions. 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 
 

Temporary impacts will result from construction activities.  The primary source of GHG emissions 
generated by construction activities is from the use of diesel-powered construction equipment.  Typical 
emission rates for construction equipment were obtained from CalEEMod (California Emissions 
Estimator Model).  CalEEMod is a computer program that can be used to estimate emissions including 
operation (vehicle and area) sources, as well as construction projects associated with land development 
projects in California.  
 

Using CalEEMod, the emissions from construction for the proposed Project were calculated and are 
presented in Table 11.  These emissions represent the total level of emissions based on the construction 
schedule.  According to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook (Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance 
Threshold Stakeholder Working Group #5, August 27, 2008), construction emissions are amortized over 
the life of the Project, defined by SCAQMD as 30 years, and are added to the annual operation 
emissions.  Thus, the Project’s annualized construction emissions will be added to the operation 
emissions and compared to the applicable GHG significance threshold.  Worksheets showing the 
specific data used to calculate the construction emissions are presented in the appendix. 
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Table 11 

Construction GHG Emissions (Metric Tons per Year) 

 
 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2EQ 

Total Construction Emission Emissions (Metric Tons) 324.6 0.1 0.0 327.0 

Average Over30 Years (Metric Tons per Year) 10.8 0.0 0.0 10.9 

  Source: Greve & Associates 
  MTCO2e = metric tons equivalent carbon dioxide (CO2). 
 

The California Emissions Model (CalEEMod) developed by the SCAQMD in conjunction with the ARB 
was used to estimate the operational GHG emissions.  The results are presented in Table 12. A 
complete breakdown of the emissions is provided in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Technical Study Appendix A. 
 

Table 12 

Annual Project GHG Emissions (Metric Tons) 

 
 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2EQ 

Annual Operational Emissions 379.5 0.3 0.0 391.7 

Annualized Construction Emissions 10.8 0.0 0.0 10.9 

Total Annual Emissions 390.3 0.3 0.0 402.6 

          Source: Greve & Associates 
 

Table 12 shows that the GHG emissions for the Project will be about 403 MTCO2e per year.  This is 
substantially lower than the SCAQMD Tier 3 screening threshold and the Riverside CAP threshold of 
3,000 MTCO2e per year.  The Project emissions are below the SCAQMD and CAP thresholds of 3,000 
MTCO2e per year, and therefore, no significant climate change impacts are anticipated. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Construction Impacts:  No significant greenhouse gas emission impacts will occur during construction, 
and therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  The analysis assumed that the SCAQMD’s typical 
requirement for watering 3 times per day will be implemented. 
 

Operational Impacts:  No significant greenhouse gas emission impacts will occur during operation, and 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
 
Climate Change Impacts:  Emissions of greenhouse gas are below established thresholds, and 
therefore, mitigation measures are not needed.  The Project will need to comply with the Title 24 energy 
efficiency requirements currently in effect, and water conservation measures that match the California 
Green Building Standards Code currently in effect. 
 

Findings of Fact 20.a): Based upon this analysis and standard conditions of approval, the Proposed 
Project will not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment. Impacts would be less than significant under the established 
threshold. 
 
Mitigation: The Project must comply with the Title 24 energy efficiency requirements currently in effect, 
and water conservation measures that match the California Green Building Standards Code currently 
in effect. 
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County Plan Check process ensures compliance with Title 24 energy efficiency 

I I I I I 

I I I I I 
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requirements and water conservation measures that match the California Green Building Code 
Standards will be implemented. 
 

b) APPLICABLE PLANS, POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 
 

Please refer to the response and analysis in Section 20.a) above that addresses the Project's impacts 
related to emissions below significance thresholds in compliance with applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
 

Findings of Fact 20.B): Based upon this analysis the Project will not conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Impacts 
would be less than significant under the established threshold. 
 
Mitigation: The Project must comply with the Title 24 energy efficiency requirements currently in effect, 
and water conservation measures that match the California Green Building Standards Code currently 
in effect. 
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County Plan Check process ensures compliance with Title 24 energy efficiency 
requirements and water conservation measures that match the California Green Building Code 
Standards will be implemented. 
 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
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No 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  Would the project: 
21. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

    

c) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

d) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter (1/4) mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

e) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

    

 
Source(s): Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report,  Proposed 36-Apartment Complex Located 
at25914 Columbia Street, Hemet, CA 92544, USA Environmental, Inc, November 2021. 
Project Application Materials. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

This section provides a summary of the activities and the results of the Phase I Environmental 
Assessment performed by USA Environmental, Inc. ("USAE") for the subject property’s proposed 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Columbia Heights Apartment Project. This assessment generally follows industry guidelines for a Phase 
I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) Risk Report. This Technical Study is added as Appendix F to 
this Environmental Assessment - Initial Study.. 
 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE 
 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine if there exists any significant surface or subsurface 
property contamination by hazardous and toxic substances that could constitute a potential liability for 
the property owner or lessee. The Environmental Site Assessment, (according to the American Society 
for Testing & Materials Standard Practice doe ESA's number E-1527-13, latest edition.) and consisted 
of the following procedures as applicable: 

1. A review of the chain of title for the subject property for a period of the last 50 years. 
2. A determination of past site uses based upon interviews with prior or current owners, owners of 

adjacent property or other familiar with subject property, and a review of historical documents, 
aerial photographs and other relevant data, f available. 

3. A review of the records of local, state, and federal environmental agencies to ascertain 
documented information regarding the site and surrounding areas. 

4. A visit to the site to visually ascertain the existence of potential areas of currently recognized 
contamination, including unusual land or soil discoloration, stressed vegetation, physical 
irregularities, dumping, aboveground (AST's) or underground tanks (UST's), transformer of 
landfills. 

5. Visual identification of other issues deemed appropriate in order to determine evidence of 
potential contamination by currently recognized hazardous substances at the site. 

6. Any other pertinent information deemed necessary for a Phase I meting the minimum standards 
and requirements. 

7. Preparation of a site sketches showing existing property boundaries and improvements, and 
locations for storage and/or use of hazardous materials and/or waste, if any. 

8. Color photos of the subject site. 
9. Preparation of a summary report indicating investigation done, sources of information, data 

obtained, and interpretation of data regarding possible or identified site contamination. 
 

ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT 
 

USAE personnel performed a review of public records, for the purpose of identifying readily available 
evidence; that would provide a record of past and present activities, on or in the immediate vicinity of 
the subject property, which may have resulted in the deposit of hazardous materials, or contamination 
of the site by hazardous materials. Such activities conducted by USAE personnel during this portion of 
the environmental evaluation included review of the following: 
 

Review of Riverside County Records; 

• County Building and Planning Department concerning historic and future development in the 
general vicinity; 

• County Engineering Records; 
• County Business License Section;  
• County Bureau of Fire Prevention; 
• County Hydraulic/Water Conservation Department; 
• State Regional Water Control Board; 
• County Environmental Health Services, Site Assessment and Mitigation 
• County Assessor Office; 
• County Appraisal Office; 
• County Clerk and Recording Office. 
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Review of Federal and State Records: 
 

Review of Federal records to gain insight into any on site or surrounding environmental hazards, which 
included: 
 

NPL, TSD, CERCLIS, CORRACTS, RCRIS-SG, RCRIS-LG, NFRAP, ERNS, FINDS, TRIS, NPL’ 
 

Review of State and County records to identify any hazardous substance release locations, and 
emergency response records concerning use, storage, spills, or accidents involving hazardous 
materials at or surrounding the site, including: 
 

CAL-SITES, CORTESE, LUST, UST, HWIS, AST. 
 

A detailed explanation of each database, its contents, codes used, and dates of last update are included 
in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Technical Study, Appendix F. 
 

Site Investigation:  USAE personnel conducted a site investigation on November 10, 2021 to identify 
any indications of environmental contamination. Some of the signs, which were investigated during on 
site investigations, include: 
 

1. Surface spills or disposal areas of liquid or solids; 
2. Surface storage of drums or transformers; 
3. Areas of unusual and stressed vegetation; 
4. The presence of buried material, (e.g., fills or vents pipes); 
5. Fill areas; 
6. Site drainage features; 
7. General housekeeping and maintenance; 
8. Staining on soil or pavement; 
9. Abrupt or abnormal changes in land contours; and 
10. Other areas of possible contamination sources. 

 

Adjacent properties and land uses were also surveyed, regarding possible use or storage of hazardous 
materials that might impact the subject site. 
 

Asset Information:  Asset name and address; The site consists of two residential houses and a vacant 
land located at 25914 Columbia Street, City of Hemet, County of Riverside, State of California, referred 
to as the "subject site". 
 

Site Background:  Site Location and Description and Site Improvements: The site consists of one parcel 
in a T shape, totaling approximately 2.41 gross acres and 2.27 net acres. The site consists of two 
residential houses and vacant land. The Assessor Parcel Number (APN) is 438-220-002. The total 
building areas for the two houses is approximately 1,306 square feet and were built in 1931 and 
subsequently altered and remodeled. The subject site is zoned R-3 multi-family and A-1-5, Agriculture. 
The driveway and parking area are accessed from Columbia Street and are unpaved. Landscaped 
areas are limited to a few trees and grass. The eastern portion of the property has recently been disced. 
At the time of the survey was conducted, the site’s two residential houses were occupied. Visual 
observations were made of the vegetation noted on the property in an effort to evaluate if it had 
sustained damage that could be related to the presence of localized soil or water contamination. None 
of the vegetation observed appeared to be damaged or stressed in a manner, which could be 
attributable to the presence of contamination.  Visual observations were made of the soil to identify any 
discolorations or surface staining which could be indicative of contaminant discharge. No soil stains 
were observed on the subject site.  Visual observations were also made to evaluate the presence of 
environmentally unusual and /or suspicious conditions such as land depressions and other surface 
anomalies indicative of possible oil wells, drywells, sumps, waste dump sites, leach fields or other 
subsurface activities. No surface anomalies or depressions were observed during our site visit. A septic 
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tank exist on-site. There was no evidence that underground storage tanks had been removed from the 
property.  The site and building space were observed to be in good condition. 
 
Utilities:  
Electric Power-Southern California Edison 
Gas-Southern California Gas 
Drinking Water- Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
Sewage-City 
Trash Collection- City Disposal Contractor, Waste Management 
Water Retention Areas: There were no water retention facilities observed on the subject property. 
 
Site Improvements: 
The subject site consists of two one-story residential buildings. 
Paving: Unpaved. 
Landscaping: Trees, grass on site. 
Security: Fence. 
 

Basic Construction: 
Building Area: 1,306 square feet. 
Quality: Low to average. 
Foundation: Concrete slab. 
Exterior Walls: Stucco / glass. 
Roof: Slope. 
Windows: Reinforced glasses in metal frames. 
Electrical: 400 amp, 110-208 volt, 3 phases. 
 

Interior Finish: 
Interior Walls: Drywalls. 
Clear Height: About 20 feet. 
Lighting: Bulb light panels lighting. 
 

Properties Surrounding the Site: 

• North: Multi-family Residential and Memory Care Facility. 
• West: City of Hemet Multifamily Residential, Church with Commercial beyond. 
• South: Single Family and Multi-family Residential houses. 
• East: Vacant land with Multi-family Residential Apartment Complex. 

There are no properties adjacent to the subject site which are managed by a governmental agency. 
 

SITE HISTORY 
 

The subject property was developed in 1931 with two residential houses. It was vacant land before that 
time used for agricultural purposes. 
 

Aerial Photography:  A review of the aerial photography collection, displayed the following: 
 

• 2018 photo: showed the existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Residential / vacant land. 

• 2016 photo: showed the existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Residential / vacant land. 

• 2014 photo: showed the existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Retail / Storefront / Vacant Land (Please see Figure 3). 
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• 2012 photo: showed the existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Residential / vacant land. 

• 2010 photo: showed the existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Residential / vacant land (Please see Appendix E). 

• 2009 photo: showed the existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Residential / vacant land. 

• 2005 photo: showed existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Vacant Land / Commercial / Residential. 

• 2002 photo: showed existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
Vacant Land / Commercial / Residential. 

• 1996 Photo: showed the subject property as agriculture. The surrounding area was Residential 
/ Vacant Land. 

• 1978 Photo: showed existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
vacant land. 

• 1978 Photo: showed existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
vacant land. 

• 1972 Photo: showed existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
vacant land. 

• 1966 Photo: showed existing structures at the subject property. The surrounding area was 
vacant land. 

 

Prior Ownership and Usage:  A title review was conducted for the subject property. All of the title 
transfers have either been between private owners, development companies or investment companies. 
A review of the grant deed for the property showed no environmental liens were found. Ownership 
records do not suggest activities of any environmental concern. 
 

USGS Maps: A review of the USGS maps, displayed the following: 
 

• In 2018, no structure exists at the subject property. The surrounding area was developed. 
• In 2015, no structure exists at the subject property. The surrounding area was developed. 
• In 2012, no structure exists at the subject property. The surrounding area was developed. 
• In 1999, 1987, 1979 and 1975, two structures exists at the subject property. The surrounding 

area was developed. 
• In 1973, 1971, and 1964, two structures exists at the subject property. The surrounding area 

was developed. 
• In 1963, 1960 and 1955, two structures exists at the subject property. The surrounding area was 

undeveloped. 
• In 1952, no structure exists at the subject property. The surrounding area was undeveloped. 

 

According to the State Oil Field Map, no oil well was found on-site. A review of the Sanborn Maps 
displayed no information for the subject site. 
 

Oil and Gas Agency Records or Maps: USAE submitted a request to the local Oil and Gas Agency for 
copies of readily available oil and gas related records pertaining to environmental issues on the subject 
site. However, USAE was informed that no records for the subject site are on file with this agency. 
 

City Directory: A review of the City Directory from HIG Displayed the following information: 
 

2018-19 BAKHSHI LUCILA 
2018-19 HAKAKZADEH Arash 
2011-12 SPENCER John 

2006-07 SPENCER John 
2001 SPENCER John 
1996 XXXX 
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1991 XXXX 
1964-65 Vacant 
 

REGULATORY REVIEW 
 

Local Records Review:  A review of the County and City Building Permits, revealed two residential 
houses were built in 1931. According to the County Assessors, Two residential houses, Parcel number 
438-220-002, the total building areas for the two houses are approximately is 1,306 square feet and 
were built in 1931. The lot total area is approximately 2.30 net acres . According to the City Fire 
Department, an inspection is done once a year. No violation. According to California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (CRWQCB), no file was found for the site. According to California DTC Facility 
showed no information. Pursuant to ASTM E1527-13, USAE requested from the owner, Environmental 
Site Assessment Pre-Survey Questionnaire for the subject site. According to the owner, no 
environmental concern was found. Occupants were not available to be interviewed for the assessment. 
Interviews with others were not available for the assessment. According to the Real Estate agent selling 
the subject property James from GBRE 1949-725-8500, the parcel lot size is 2.30 net acres. No 
previous Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report was available for review. 
 

According to Enviro Check search of databases and files from federal, state, and local environmental 
regulatory agencies. The complete records search report is included in Appendix F of the Phase I ESA 
Technical Study, and the results of USAE's review are presented below. 
 

Federal and State:  The Federal records search compiles information from the records of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) that identifies environmental problem sites and activities 
close in proximity (one-mile radius) to the subject site. 
 

National Priorities List (NPL):The NPL is the USEPA's database of uncontrolled or abandoned 
hazardous waste sites, identified for priority remedial actions, under the Superfund program. A site 
included on the NPL must either meet, or surpass, a predetermined hazard ranking system score, or 
be chosen as a state's top-priority site, or meet all the following criteria: 

1. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services issues a health advisory, recommending that 
people be removed from the site to avoid exposure; 
2. The USEPA determines that the site represents a significant threat; 
3. The USEPA determines that remedial action is more cost effective than removal action. 

 
No NPL site case is present at the site or within one mile around the subject site. 
 

Facilities under RCRA Corrective actions (CORRACT): No CORRACT site was present on or within 
one mile around the subject site. 
 

Facilities that treatment, storage and dispose of hazardous waste (RCRA/TSD):  Eight RCRA/TSD sites 
were present within one mile around the subject site. These sites do not have an environmental concern 
for the subject site. 
 

Unused and formerly Used Defense Sites (DEFENSE):   No DEFENSE site was present within one mile 
around the subject site. 
 

Brownfields Cleanup and Reuse Sites (Brown):   No Brown sites were present within one mile around 
the subject site. 
 

Contaminated Sites List (CSL):  No sites were present within one mile around the subject site. 
 

Contaminated Sites List (DEED):  No site was present within one mile around the subject site. 
 

Superfund Database (SUPERFUND): No SUPERFUND sites were present within one mile around the 
subject site. 
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Sites with Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST): Six LUST sites were found within one mile 
around the subject site. These sites do not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Solid Waste Landfills (SWLF):  Six SWLF site was present at the site or around the subject site. These 
sites do not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Air Emissions Sites (EMISSIONS):  Three EMISSIONS sites were present at the site or within one mile 
around the subject site. These sites do not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Hazardous Waste Information System (HAZNET):  One hundred and seventy sites were found within 
½ mile around the subject site. These sites do not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Emergency Response Notification System of Spills (ERNS): One ERNS site was present within ¼ mile 
of the subject site. This site does not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Facilities that generate hazardous waste (RCRA/GEN): Three RCRA/GEN sites were present within ¼ 
mile around the subject site. These sites do not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Underground/Aboveground Storage Tank Reports (UST/AST):  One record concerning a UST/AST site 
was found within ¼ mile around the subject site. This site does not have an environmental concern for 
the subject site. 
 

Water Wells (WELLS):  One record concerning WELLS site was found within ¼ mile around the subject 
site. This site does not have an environmental concern for the subject site. 
 

Hazardous Materials Storage and Incident Records (HAZMAT):  Three records concerning HAZMAT 
sites were found within ¼ mile around the subject site. These sites do not have an environmental 
concern for the subject site. 
 

SITE INVESTIGATIONS AND REVIEW OF HAZARDS 
 

Topography:  The property is characterized as a flat area, gently sloping to the Northwest. Elevation on 
the site is approximately 1,670 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL). 
 

Soils: The soil at the subject site consists of fine-grained sands and silts from existing grade to 
approximately 25 feet below existing grade. 
 

Geology:  The site vicinity is located in the southern part of the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province 
of California. Cretaceous granite rocks of the southern California batholith comprise the major rock type 
in the area. The Green Valley Tonalite, a light gray intrusive igneous rock, also occurs throughout the 
site vicinity. Relatively unweathered tonalite may be found from 4 to 11 feet below the ground surface. 
Large earthquakes from the San Andreas or San Jacinto fault zones could also produce significant 
ground shaking at the site. The maximum probable ground acceleration to be expected at the site would 
be in the range of 0.7g. 
 

Hydrology – Surface Water Hydrology - Site Surface Drainage: Hydraulic flow is generally in a down-
gradient direction, usually toward the nearest surface water body. Based upon site surface and 
improvement characteristics observed during the on-site reconnaissance of the property, surface 
drainage at the subject site would flow on-site Northwest direction. The surface runoff is handled by a 
street runoff system. There are no surface water bodies such as streams, lakes, etc. around the subject 
site. There are no rivers located near the site. 
 

Flood Zone: The subject site is located in Zone X (area determined to be outside the 500-year flood 
plain) of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 
 

Groundwater Hydrology:  According to County Water Department, the ground water depth is 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface and the flow direction is to the Northwest. 
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Chemicals and raw materials:  No chemicals were found to have been used at the subject site. 
 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs): No transformers are located within the subject site. 
 

Asbestos-containing Materials (ACM):  The subject site building were built in 1931. The presence of 
materials such as sprayed-on insulation, ceiling texture, which may potentially contain friable asbestos, 
was not found. Due to the age of the buildings, USAE recommends no testing the buildings for Asbestos. 
 

Radon:  In the County area, only 0.677% of the homes are predicted to have radon levels above the 
EPA standard of 4 Pico Curies/Liter (CDHS, 2007). According to the Radiological Health Section of the 
County Public Health Department there is "no significant health hazard from radon" in County since 
most homes, building and schools have radon levels below 2 Pico Curies/Liter. 
 

According to the California Department of Health, Radon Section, there are no radon problems within 
the area of the subject site. The EPA has set an action level for radon in air of 4 picocurries per liter 
(pCi/L). Due to the practical time constraints of this assessment, air sampling for radon gas was not 
requested nor conducted. Radon concentration determinations generally, are not accurately measured 
by short period sampling. If long-term exposure to radon gas is a concern, a minimum of a three-month 
alpha-track test is recommended. 
 

Lead-based Paint: The subject site buildings were built in, 1931 and remodeled in 2017 . Overall, lead-
based paints do not appear to represent an environmental threat to the subject property. 
 

Lead in Drinking Water: According to the City Water Department, no lead is found in the drinking water 
at the subject site. It is unlikely to find lead in the Building that would affect the water supply, because 
the water department periodically tests it. 
 

Landfills: No landfills were observed at the site or within a one-half mile (0.5 mile) radius of the site. 
Also, the database search did not identify any landfills near the site. 
 

Pits, Sumps, Drywells and Catch basins: No pits, sumps or drywells were found at the subject site. 
 

On-site Aboveground and Underground Storage Tanks:  A review of State and Local records, and a 
site inspection were conducted, to identify any onsite UST's or AST's, concerning use, storage, spills, 
or accidents involving storage tanks at the site. There is an underground septic system that serves the 
rear accessory unit on the property that is proposed to be removed. There was no evidence of other 
underground storage tanks found at the site. Additionally, neither stained soils, nor evidence of past 
liquid or solid discharges of hazardous materials were found.  No evidence of an existing above ground 
storage tank (AST) was observed at the subject property. 
 

Storm Water Drainage: The storm water drainage is a street runoff system. There are no storm water 
permits for the Project Site. 
 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

USA Environmental, Inc. ("USAE"). USAE has conducted a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
for one parcel located at 25914 Columbia Street, City of Hemet, County of Riverside, State of California, 
referred to as the "subject site". This included visual observations of the subject property and limited 
observations of surrounding properties, review of historical land use, review of regulatory database, 
interviews, and related sources. This Environmental Site Assessment report was conducted according 
to the American Society for Testing & Materials Standard Practice ESA's number E-1527-13, latest 
edition. 
 

Findings:  A recognized environmental condition (REC) refers to the presence or likely presence of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: due to release to the environment; 
under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or under conditions that pose a material 
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threat of a future release to the environment. The following was identified during the course of this 
assessment. 
 

Based upon a review of historical information including, aerial photographs, city directories, Sanborn 
fire insurance maps, building permits, the regulatory database report, and regulatory agency records, 
the subject property is not considered to represent a recognized environmental condition. A controlled 
recognized environmental condition (CREC) refers to a REC resulting from a past release of hazardous 
substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable 
regulatory authority, with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place 
subject to the implementation of required controls. 
 

USAE did not identify any controlled recognized environmental conditions during the course of this 
assessment. A historical recognized environmental condition (HREC) refers to a past release of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products that has occurred in connection with the property and has 
been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use 
criteria established by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls. 
 

According to historical documentation, no on-site condition represents a historical recognized 
environmental condition (HREC). An environmental issue refers to environmental concerns identified 
by USAE, which do not qualify as REC. This assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized 
environmental conditions and/or environmental issues in connection with the subject property. 
 

21.a) ROUTING TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

The Proposed Project consists of a 36-unit residential apartment Project. This type of proposed use 
does not depend on or require the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. However, 
Project construction involves the short-term use of heavy equipment that require fuel, oils and other 
flammable substances. Onsite use of these substances could be accidently be spilled during refueling 
and maintenance of construction equipment. In addition, resident use of household products considered 
hazardous include lead based paint, paint thinner, gasoline and diesel fuel, motor oil, weed killer, insect 
sprays, oven cleaner and other substances that can be accidently spilled or illegally dumped onsite. 
These potential accidental impacts are evaluated in the following Section 21.b) 
 

Based on the site investigation and the research of records, USA Environmental, Inc. has not found the 
existence of any pre-existing environmental condition that should be a cause of concern for the subject 
property. The risk of previous contamination at the Property has not been identified, and no further 
investigation is warranted. 
 

Findings of Fact 21.a): The proposed residential use does not generate the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials that are found with certain industrial or commercial uses. The findings 
and conclusions contained in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the proposed Project has 
not found any previous use that would involve the routing transport or use of hazardous materials. Base 
on this documentation and the documentation contained in Section 21.b), the Proposed Project does 
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. No impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials will occur. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

21.b) ACCIDENT CONDITIONS - RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 
 

Project construction involves the short-term use of heavy equipment that require fuel, oils and other 
flammable substances. Onsite use of these substances could be accidently be spilled during refueling 
and maintenance of construction equipment. In addition, resident use of household products considered 
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hazardous include lead based paint, paint thinner, gasoline and diesel fuel, motor oil, weed killer, insect 
sprays, oven cleaner and other substances that can be accidently spilled or illegally dumped onsite. 
These types of substances can accumulate in the projects parking lots and could affect the stormwater 
filtration system.  
 

The Project’s Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) sets forth best management practices (BMPs) 
for potential short-term construction related releases of hazardous materials and accidental spills, and 
the long-term use of the residential apartment property. The WQMP sets forth the following practices 
and policies to minimize potential pollutants entering the Project’s stormwater filtration system: 
 

• Provide stormwater pollution prevention information to new site owners, lessees, or operators. 
 

• Clean catch basins, storm drain inlets before the wet season to remove sediments and debris 
accumulated during summer. 

 

• Include the following in lease agreements: “Tenants shall not allow anyone to discharge anything 
to storm drains or to store or deposit materials so as to create a potential discharge to storm 
drains.” 

 

• Maintain landscaping using minimum or no pesticides. 
 

• Provide Integrated Pest Management (IPM) information to new owners, lessees and operators. 
 

• Sweep parking lots and sidewalks regularly to prevent accumulation of litter and debris. Collect 
debris from pressure washing to prevent entry into the storm drain system. Collect wash water 
containing any cleaning agent or degreaser and discharge to the sanitary sewer not to a storm 
drain. 

 

• Provide adequate number of receptacles, Inspect receptacles regularly. Repair or replace leaky 
receptacles. Keep receptacles covered. Repair or replace leaky receptacles. Keep receptacles 
covered. Prohibit/prevent dumping of liquid or hazardous wastes. Post “no hazardous materials” 
signs. Inspect and pick up litter daily and clean up spills immediately. Keep spill control materials 
on-site. Keep Fact Sheet SC-34, “Waste Handling and Disposal” in the CASQA Stormwater 
Quality Handbooks a www.cabmphandbooks.com. 

 

• Sweep pervious concrete paving regularly to prevent accumulation of litter and debris. Collect 
debris from pressure washing to prevent entry into the storm drain system. Collect Wash water 
containing any cleaning agent or degreaser and discharge to the sanitary sewer not to a storm 
drain. 

 

• Mark all inlets with the words “Only Rain Down the Storm Drain” or similar. Catch Basin Markers 
may be available from the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, call 
951.955-1200 to verify. 

 

• Install shut-off valves and double containment container for liquid car wash cleaners to contain 
spills for cleanup. Sizes of double containment containers shall be coordinated with Mechanical 
Engineer’s and Architect’s design 

 

• Design landscaping to minimize irrigation and runoff, to promote surface infiltration where 
appropriate, and to minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can contribute to 
stormwater pollution. 

 

• Trash containers (Dumpster) areas shall have drainage from the adjoining roof and pavements 
diverted around the areas. Dumpsters shall be leak proof and have attached workable covers. 
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensations, and Liability Act (CERCLA), Emergency 
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) and California law require responsible parties to 
report hazardous material releases if certain criteria is met. 

CERCLA requires that all releases of hazardous substances (including radionuclides) exceeding 
reportable quantities (over 42 gallons) be reported by the responsible party to the National Response 
Center (800) 424-8802. Additionally, CERCLA provides a reduced reporting requirement for continuous 
releases of hazardous substances that exceed the Reportable Quantity (RQ). Notification of continuous 
releases that equal or exceed the RQ need only be given once, with one follow-up report on the first 
anniversary of the initial report, following the continuous release reporting process. Thereafter only 
“statistically significant increases” need be reported. The purpose of the continuous release mechanism 
is to reduce unnecessary release notifications for releases of hazardous substances. Spills under 42 
gallons must be contained by the responsible party, placed in leakproof containers and conveyed to 
one of three Riverside County hazardous waste collection facilities. 

It is illegal in California to toss household hazardous waste (HHW) into the trash. Project residents are 
required to take HHW like motor oil and oil filters, anti-freeze, paints, solvents, cleaners and old batteries 
to a certified collection facility. Riverside County has three permanent collection centers that offer free 
drop-off service and safe disposal of household unwanted chemicals. The county also sponsors 
occasional HHW collection events. The following tips are included for disposing of HHW substances: 
 

• A maximum of 15 gallons or 125 pounds of HHW may be transported per vehicle, per visit. 
• Chemicals, except motor oil, fuels and anti-freeze should be in their original containers and 

labeled.. All containers should have lids and be protected from leaking or breaking. 
• Transport all HHW items in a sturdy box. 
• Do not mix types of waste or combine oil-based paint with latex paint. 
• Place the HHW box in the trunk of your car or in the bed of your truck. Keep items away from 

passengers. 
 

Findings of Fact 21.b):  
 

Based on the findings and conclusions contained in the Project’s Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP), the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the proposed Project, the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensations and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the County of Riverside’s 
Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program, the Proposed Project does not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. With WQMP best management 
practices in place, less than significant impacts through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment will occur from the 
proposed residential apartment Project. 
 

Mitigation:   No further mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No further monitoring is required. 
 
21.c) EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN 
 

The Riverside County Emergency Management Department diligently works to implement a novel, all-
hazards approach to emergency management with integrated programs for our Riverside County 
Operational Area stakeholders. EMD addresses the four phases of emergency management - 
mitigation, preparation, response and recovery – in a unified manner that creates recognized leadership 
in the fields of emergency management and emergency medical services. The EMD enhances the 
safety and security of the whole community by leading the efforts to mitigate, prepare for, respond to, 
and recover from emergencies and disasters. 
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The Project Site is adjacent to the City of Hemet who has the closest emergency response capabilities. 
The declared purpose of the City of Hemet Office of Emergency Management is to provide for the 
preparation and carrying out of plans for the protection of persons and property within the city in the 
event of an emergency; to provide for the direction of the emergency organization; to provide for the 
coordination of the emergency functions of the city with all other public agencies, corporations, 
organizations and affected private persons; and to provide for the continuity of government action to 
emergency situations. 
 

The Columbia Heights Apartment Project represents an infill Project into an urbanized area with existing 
roadway and other basic infrastructure in place adjacent to the Project Site. Minor improvements to 
Columbia Street include approximately 14 linear feet of widened public street and 18 feet of public 
sidewalk and landscape right-of-way. Proposed Columbia Street right-of-way improvements and 
driveways that meets Riverside County Fire Department circulation standards enhance emergency 
access to the Proposed Project .The scale and nature of the Proposed Project does not significantly 
affect the overall emergency response plan of either the County of Riverside or the City of Hemet. 
 

Findings of Fact 21.c): Based on these findings and conclusions the Proposed Project does not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency 
evacuation plan by this infill residential apartment Project. No impacts will occur affecting 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted County of Riverside or City of Hemet 
emergency response plan. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
21.d) SCHOOLS 
 

The closest schools to the Project site are the St. Johns Church and Christian School (formerly the 
Ramona Elementary School) is  located 0.6 miles south of the Project Site, the Darthmouth Middle 
School is located 0.6 miles southeast of the Project Site, and the Acacia Middle School is located 0.8 
miles west of the Project Site. Based on this documentation, there are no pubic or private schools within 
one half (1/2) mile of the Project Site. 
 

Findings of Fact 21.d): Based on the distance to the closest public and private schools and that the 
Proposed Residential Apartment Project does not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste, the Proposed Project has no impact related to 
hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter (1/4) mile of an existing or proposed school. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
21.e) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITES 
 

USAE did not identify any controlled recognized environmental conditions during the course of this 
assessment. A historical recognized environmental condition (HREC) refers to a past release of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products that has occurred in connection with the property and has 
been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use 
criteria established by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls. 
 

According to historical documentation, no on-site condition represents a historical recognized 
environmental condition (HREC). An environmental issue refers to environmental concerns identified 
by USAE, which do not qualify as REC. This Phase 1 assessment has not revealed any evidence of 
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recognized environmental conditions and/or environmental issues in connection with the subject 
property. 
 

Findings of Fact 21.e): Based on the findings and conclusions contained in the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment for the proposed Project, the Proposed Project is not located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
and, as a result, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

22. Airports 

a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master 
Plan? 

    

b) Require review by the Airport Land Use 
Commission?     

c) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two (2) 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

d) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
or heliport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

    

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20 “Airport Locations,” GIS database; Hemet 
Ryan Airport Master Plan; Google Earth 
 

22.a), b) and c): PUBLIC, MILITARY AIRPORTS AND AIRPORT LAND USE PLANS 
 

The Project Site is located at 25914 Columbia Street in unincorporated Riverside County. According to 
Google Earth, the Ontario International Airport is located approximately 42 miles northwest of the 
Project Site. March Air Force Base is located approximately 19 miles northwest of the Project Site, 
Norton Air Force Base/SBC Airport is located approximately 28 miles northwest of the Project Site. 
There are no existing or proposed public or military airports or airport master plan areas controlled by 
airport land use commissions within two (2) miles of the Project Site. 
 

Findings of Fact 22.a) b) and c) : Based on the documentation above, the Proposed Project Site does 
not result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan, it does not require review by the Airport Land 
Use Commission, and is not located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two (2) miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
has no impact related to safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project Area.  
 

22.d): PRIVATE AIRSTRIPS 
 

According to Google Earth, the Project Site is located approximately 4.2 miles northeast of the Hemet 
Ryan Airport and is not located within its Airport Master Plan 
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Findings of Fact 22.d): : Based on the documentation above, the Proposed Project Site is not within the 
Hemet Ryan Airport Master Plan or affected by any private airport land use compatibility zones. There 
will be no impact to private airstrips. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  Would the project: 
23. Water Quality Impacts 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or ground water quality? 

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces? 

    

d) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or 
off-site?     

e) Substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-
site or off-site? 

    

f) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 

    

g) Impede or redirect flood flows?     
h) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk the 

release of pollutants due to project inundation?     

i) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management 
plan? 

    

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-9 “Special Flood Hazard Areas,” Figure S-10 
“Dam Failure Inundation Zone,” Riverside County Flood Control District Flood Hazard Report/ 
Condition, GIS database; National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette Map No. 06065C2105G, August 8, 
2008; Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for the Columbia Heights 36-Unit 
Apartment Project, HP Engineering, Inc. September 2023; Preliminary Hydrology Study & Hydraulics 
Report for 36-Unit Apartment Complex, HP Engineering, Inc., August 2023, Lake Hemet Municipal 
Water District Water Master Plan, Engineering Resources, Inc., November 2010; Lake Hemet Municipal 
Water District Urban Water Management Plan 2020, December 2021; Telephone Conversations with 
Jeff Anderson, Design Engineering Department, Lake Hemet Municipal Water District. 
 

 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 
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23.a): WATER QUALITY STANDARDS 
 
The Applicant’s Engineer has prepared a Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) based 
on a template for projects located within the Santa Ana Watershed Region of Riverside County. This 
WQMP is intended to comply with the requirements of Riverside County for Ordinance No. 754.2 which 
includes the requirement for the preparation and implementation of a Project-Specific WQMP. This 
document includes a map of the local vicinity and the Project Site. In addition, all grading, drainage, 
landscape/plant palette and other pertinent construction plans are included in the WQMP Appendix. 
This WQMP Site Plan includes the following: 
 

• Drainage Management Areas 
• Proposed Structural BMPs 
• Drainage Path 
• Drainage Infrastructure, Inlets, Overflows 
• Source Control BMPs 
• Buildings, Roof Lines, Downspouts 
• Impervious Surfaces 
• Standard Labeling 
• BMP Locations (Lat/Long) 

 

This Project implements Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address the Pollutants of Concern that 
may potentially be generated from the residential apartment Project construction and operation. These 
BMPs have been selected and implemented to comply with the WQMP Guidance template document, 
and consist of Site Design BMP concepts, Source Control, LID/Site Design and, if/where necessary, 
Treatment Control BMPs. 
 
Project Site Design Optimization: The existing drainage pattern will remain the same which generally 
drains from east to west. There are a few fruit trees onsite that will be removed. They will be replaced 
with landscaping trees per landscaping plan. The rest of the site is covered with weeds. Proposed open 
areas are to be landscaped. The Project proposes a subsurface stormwater retention and filtered inlet 
system that is reflected in the Project’s Conceptual Grading Plan, Exhibit 19, (Page 96). 
 

In order to comply with the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) requirements 
for “Low Impact Development” (LID) and compliance with State of California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR), County of Riverside, Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) and the Lake Hemet 
Municipal Water District (LHMWD) goals and objectives to reduce demands for potable water by twenty 
percent by the year 2030, this Project is incorporating the following conditions to reduce water demand 
and meet LID requirements. 

1) The Project is incorporating subsurface bioretention chambers and inlet filtration basin in the 
northwest corner of the Project Site adjacent to Columbia Street. The two chambers have a 
capacity to retain 3,828 cubic feet of stormwater that meets Regional Water Quality Control 
Board Low Impact Development (LID) requirements for onsite retention. All stormwater is 
directed into the bioretention basin through the Project’s surface drainage system. Details of the 
bioretention basin are contained in Technical Appendix G, the Preliminary Water Quality 
Management Plan, Appendix 1, Preliminary WQMP Exhibit Map 19. 

2) All drainage from Project impervious surfaces (building roofs and impervious paving) is directed 
into the inlet filtration basin and subsurface chambers for groundwater recharge. 

3) All water fixtures and landscape irrigation within the residential apartment Project will meet state, 
County and Water Agency water conservation requirements for low volume consumption. 

4) Proposed landscaping irrigation complies with Riverside County Ordinance No. 859, Exhibit 10b, 
Conceptual Landscape Plan, Sheet 2 incorporates a detailed analysis of Landscape Water Use 
Calculations. This analysis documents the Project meets and is nine percent (9%) less than the 
County’s Maximum Annual Water Allowance. 
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The Preliminary WQMP also sets for best management practices that set forth short-term construction 
and long term operational procedures that minimize erosion and enhance surface and protect 
groundwater quality. 

Findings of Fact 23.a): The Project is required to comply with standard BMPs and conditions of approval 
as outlined in the Hydrology Study, WQMP, and waste discharge permit. Compliance with the measures 
during construction and operation would reduce potential impacts to water quality to less than significant 
levels. The Columbia Heights 36-Unit Residential Apartment Project will not violate any water quality or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. Thus, 
impacts are considered less than significant. 
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EXHIBIT 19 

CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN 

 
                       Source, HP Engineering, Inc. 
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
23.b): GROUNDWATER 
 

The Lake Hemet Municipal Water District (LHMWD) provides domestic water services to the Project 
site and surrounding area.  The District's service area encompasses a total of approximately 12,700 
acres covering the northeasterly portion of the City of Hemet, a small southeast portion of the City of 
San Jacinto, and unincorporated parts in western Riverside County in Southern California. The LHMWD 
is within the San Jacinto Valley surrounded by the San Jacinto Mountains on the north and east, the 
Santa Rosa Hills on the south, and the Lakeview Mountains on the west. The San Jacinto Valley is 
crossed by SR 74 (Florida Avenue) and SR 79 (San Jacinto Avenue). 
 

The LHMWD owns and operates wells, reservoirs, and a distribution line system to deliver domestic 
water within their service area. The distribution line system serving the Project Site in the County of 
Riverside consists of water lines ranging from 2” to 20” in diameter. According to the LHMWD 
Engineering Department, there is an existing twelve inch (12”) water main located on the west side of 
Columbia Street adjacent to the Project Site.  
  
The LHMWD operates its water services with guidance from its Urban Water Management Plan. This 
Plan (“UWMP” or “Plan”) for the District has been prepared in compliance with the Urban Water 
Management Planning Act and has been codified into the California Water Code. 
 

Water System Overview: The water system consists of the following components:  
• Imported Water (used to recharge the Water District's storage account in the Beaumont Basin)  
• Groundwater supply wells with on-site water treatment facilities  
• Water distribution pipeline network  
• Water storage facilities  
• Booster stations 
• Pressure Reducing Valve (PRV) stations  
• Emergency interconnections 

 

The LHMWD has provided a conditional “Will Serve Letter” for this Project dated February 2022 that is 
included as Attachment K and is incorporated by reference. 
 

The subject parcel (APN 438-220-002) is located within Lake Hemet Municipal Water District’s service 
area for water and sewer service. The District has agreed to provide water and sewer service to the 
proposed Project when all conditions of approval have been met. This includes:  
 
1. Payment of all applicable fees and charges to Lake Hemet Municipal Water District,  
2. Payment of all applicable fees and charges to Eastern Municipal Water District, and  
3. Construction of any required water facilities in accordance with District approved plans and the 

District’s standards and specifications.  
4. Conditions in LHMWD Ordinance No. 176 regarding no net demand increase.  
 

Their letter does not constitute a vested right to receive water service and/or sewer collection services 
in any particular amount or with any particular consistency. Service shall be provided in accordance 
with the District’s authority and discretion as a public agency. 
 

As documented in this Project’s WQMP, the Project Site design and best management practices (BMPs) 
incorporates a retention basin that meets SARWQCB requirements and will meet the measurable goal 
set forth in the WQMP by attaining 100% of the Project's Treatment Control BMP with LID/Site Design 



 

 Page 105   

BMPs onsite. Therefore, the Project will not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge. The Project is also incorporating all required and suggested 
water conservation measures that include but are not limited to the following: 
 

• Low volume water fixtures  
• Irrigation controlled low volume drip irrigation system 
• Drought tolerant landscape plant pallet, 
• Compliance with Riverside County Ordinance 859 that meets landscape irrigation water 

consumption requirements. 
 

The Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report prepared by Rodriguez Consulting and 
Engineering documents that groundwater was not encountered in any exploratory borings to maximum 
explored depth of 50 feet below ground surface. Groundwater data contained in the LHMWD’s 2015 
Water Master Plan document that from wells within two miles of the Project Site show groundwater 
depths ranging from 315 feet up to 243 below the surface. Therefore, groundwater under the site is 
anticipated to lie in excess of 240 feet and does not appear to be a factor in the development of the site. 
Therefore, this 2.27-acre Residential Project will not significantly affect the groundwater table in this 
area of Riverside County or the City of Hemet. 
 

Findings of Fact 23.b): The Project does no propose the use of groundwater, but would result in an 
increase of impervious surfaces. The measures provided in the WQMP and BMPs would ensure that 
site runoff would be collected and not infiltrate into the groundwater. Impacts to groundwater supplies 
are considered less than significant. 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

23.c): EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN 

According to the documentation contained in the Project’s Western Riverside County Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Compliance Analysis Technical Study, and the most recent aerial 
photographs provided by Google Earth, the Project site does not contain any natural stream or river 
drainage courses. The Project’s Preliminary Grading Plan maintains and does not alter the existing two 
percent (2%) east to west sheet flow drainage pattern across the Project Site. The Project does propose 
the addition of impervious surfaces that could result in erosion or siltation on the Project site during 
construction and during ongoing operations. However, the Project is incorporating best management 
practices during construction and a subsurface stormwater retention system that meets Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Low Impact Development requirements. 

Findings of Fact 23.c): The Project would comply with the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board requirements that specify no net increase in stormwater flows and the required standard 
conditions of approval for a County approved Final WQMP prior to the issuance of a grading or building 
permit. The Project drainage will function similar to existing conditions because no increase in 
stormwater flows will occur as underground basins will be installed to capture flows. No stream or rivers 
are located on the site that could be altered with Project implementation. The Proposed Project will not 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces. Therefore, impacts will be 
less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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23.d): EROSION OR SILTATION 
 

The Project's Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and Grading Plan sets forth specific 
construction related and operational best management practices (BMPs) that address reducing 
potential erosion and siltation both on and off-site. These BMPs include a preliminary erosion control 
plan that must be approved by the County Building and  Safety Department prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit and final landscape and irrigation plans prior to the issuance of a building permit. The 
Preliminary WQMP also identifies ongoing operational BMPs that minimize the potential for stormwater 
sediments and pollution from entering the bioretention filtration system, and includes the following: 
 

• Landscaping shall  minimize irrigation and runoff, promote surface infiltration where appropriate, 
and minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can contribute to stormwater pollution. 
 

• Maintain and periodically repaint or replace stormwater inlet markings. 
 

• Provide stormwater pollution prevention information to new site owners, lessees, or operators. 
 

• Clean catch basins, storm drain inlets before the wet season to remove sediments and debris 
accumulated during summer. 
 

• Conduct inspections more frequently during the wet season for problem areas where sediment 
or trash accumulates more often. Regularly inspect bioretention filters for trash and debris that 
can contribute to stormwater pollution. Clean and repair as needed.  

 

• Include the following in lease agreements: “Tenants shall not allow anyone to discharge anything 
to storm drains or to store or deposit materials so as to create a potential discharge to storm 
drains.” 
 

•  Regularly inspect parking lots and sidewalks for trash and debris that can contribute to 
stormwater pollution. 
 

• Sweep parking lots and sidewalks regularly to prevent accumulation of litter and debris. Collect 
debris from pressure washing to prevent entry into the storm drain system. Collect washwater 
containing any cleaning agent or degreaser and discharge to the sanitary sewer not to a storm 
drain. 
 

• Trash containers (Dumpster) areas shall have drainage from the adjoining roof and pavements 
diverted around the areas. Dumpsters shall be leak proof and have attached workable covers. 

 
The Project also would comply with the County and  Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements 
for onsite stormwater retention. The County’s Engineering Department's approval of a final WQMP 
requires incorporation of specific best management practices during Project construction and during 
ongoing operations that minimize the potential for on and off-site erosion and siltation to levels 
considered less than significant. 
 

Findings of Fact 23.d): Based upon the information above and required standard conditions of approval 
for a County approved Final WQMP prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, the proposed 
Project will not result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or off-site. During construction, the Project 
would comply with applicable requirements through implementation of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and BMP’s to avoid short-term erosion and siltation.  Therefore, impacts will 
be less than significant with adherence to best management practices set forth in the final approved 
WQMP. 
 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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23.e): SURFACE RUNOFF - FLOODING 
 

See response to 23.a) above. The Preliminary Hydrology Study and Preliminary Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) propose required on-site retention of stormwater flows. The WQMP 
proposes a stormwater basin inlet and subsurface retention chambers which has been designed to 
meet the volume capacity that meet County and Regional Water Quality Control Board Low Impact 
Development (LID) requirements.  
 

Findings of Fact 23.e): and the Project would be  required to comply with standard conditions of approval 
for a County approved Final WQMP prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit. Surface runoff 
would be accommodated by an on-site underground basin designed to capture sufficient flows so that 
impacts would be considered less than significant. There would be no net increase in the rate of volume 
of stormwater discharged from the Project Site to the local storm drain system. The Proposed Project 
will not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on-site or off-site. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 
 
 

23.f): STORMWATER RUNOFF 
 

The Hydrology Study and Hydraulics Report for the Proposed Project has been prepared by HP 
Engineering. Inc. and is incorporated by reference into the Technical Appendix as Appendix L of this 
EA-IS. This Report has calculated the before and after development conditions for 10-year and 100-
year frequency stormwater runoff for pre-development and post-development conditions, and is 
summarized as follows in cubic feet per second (cfs): 
 

Pre-Development    Post Development 
Onsite   Offsite    Onsite   Offsite 

10-year   3.22 cfs  (2.02)   (1.20)    3.08 cfs 1.20 cfs 
100-year 7.00 cfs ( 2.22)  (4.78)    5.11 cfs  2.22 cfs 
 

There is an increase of 0.33 cfs for a 100-year runoff from predevelopment to post development which 
can be easily contain by the proposed bioretention basin, therefore further mitigation is not necessary. 
 

The proposed 2’ wide under sidewalk drain as per Riv. Co. Std. No. 309 has a capacity of 7.77 cfs, 
which is more than the 100-year flow of 5.11 cfs. 
 

The proposed 24”x24” grated catch basin at the east property line that will capture the offsite on-flow 
has a capacity of 6.22 cfs which more than the calculated runoff flow of 2.22 cfs. 
 

The proposed 10” drain line that would carry the offsite on-flow to Columbia Street has a capacity of 
2.36 cfs which is more than the calculated flow of 2.22 cfs. 
 

The street capacity calculations shows that the 10-year flow can be contained easily within curb line 
and the 100-year flow can be contained within the right of way line. 
 
This Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulics Report concludes that the proposed Project is safe and 
feasible from  Hydrology, Drainage and Stormwater Runoff standpoint. 
 
 The Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) propose required on-site retention of 
stormwater flows. The WQMP proposes subsurface chambers and an inlet filtration system that has 
required capacity that is in compliance with Regional Water Quality Control Board low impact 
development (LID) requirements. The proposed system reduces potential stormwater runoff such that 
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the proposed Project would not exceed the capacity of the County’s existing or planned stormwater 
drainage system or substantially increase sources of polluted water runoff. 
 

Findings of Fact 23.f): Based upon this documentation and required standard conditions of approval 
and best management practices, the Proposed Project will not create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. This impact is considered to be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:  No Mitigation required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

23.g): FLOOD FLOWS 
 

According to the National Flood Insurance Hazard Layer FIRMette Map No. 06065C2105G, last revised 
August 28, 2008, this map shows the majority of the Project Site is in “Zone X, Area of Minimal Flood 
Hazard”.  The western edge of the Project Site is also in Zone X and “designated 0.2% annual chance 
flood; areas of 1% annual chance flood with average depth of less than 1 foot or within drainage areas 
less than 1 square mile." This FIRM map shows the Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood 
hazard area, and is incorporated by reference as Attachment M to this EA-IS. The Grading Plan and 
Site Plan for the Columbia Heights 36-Unit Apartment Project demonstrate proposed building, 
landscaping, driveways and parking areas will not significantly impede or redirect flood flows. 
 

Findings of Fact 23.g): The Project Site is located in an urbanized area with relatively flat topography. 
The site is surrounded by paved streets with curbs, gutters, and catch basins to direct drainage into the 
local storm drain system. Substantial flood flows in the immediate area are not expected. The Project 
would contain all additional Project-related stormwater flows on-site through implementation of 
applicable BMPs. Based upon this information and the applicable FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map , 
the proposed Project is not located in a flood hazard zone and does not have the potential to Impede 
or redirect flood flows. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 
 
 

23.h) FLOOD HAZARD, TSUNAMI, OR SEICHE ZONES 
 

The Project Site is approximately 43 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean Because of the distance from 
the Pacific Ocean, and the elevated terrain in between the site and the ocean, the Project is not located 
in an area subject to tsunamis.  
 

The Project Site is located approximately 4.5 miles northeast of the closest body of water, Diamond 
Valley Lake. The elevation of the Project site is approximately 1,666 above mean sea level (AMSL). 
The water level of Diamond Valley Lake is currently approximately 1,738 AMSL.. However the 2,200 
foot tall Santa Rosa Hills are located between Project Site and Diamond Valley Lake.  
 
The California Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams is responsible for dam safety. 
Their GIS Web Site provides maps of all California Dam potential inundation areas. Inundation Map No. 
CA01410-MD-Scenario 1 for Diamond Valley Lake documents an inundation area west and southwest 
of the Lake and not toward East Hemet and the Project Site.  
 

Findings of Fact 23.h): Based on this documentation and the intervening taller Santa Rosa Hills, the 
applicable FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map and the distances the Project Site is located from the 
Pacific Ocean and the closest body of inland water (Diamond Valley Lake), and given the Project’s 
proposed Water Quality Management Plan and the onsite subsurface bioretention filtration system that 
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meets the SARWQCB’s Low Impact Development standards, the Proposed Project is not located in a 
flood hazard zone or in an area subject to a tsunami or seiche zone and does not create a significant 
risk of release of pollutants due to Project inundation. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 
 
 

23.i) WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN OR SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 
 

The Lake Hemet Municipal Water District currently serves its customers from three main sources of 
supply. 

• Locally pumped groundwater; 
• Surface water diversions from the San Jacinto River system; and 
• Water purchases from Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD). 

The sources are discussed in more detail below. 
 

Purchased or Imported Water:  Under the WMP, participating water agencies must fund the acquisition 
of supplemental surface water which can be stored as part of an aggressive groundwater conjunctive 
use program, to increase existing supply reliability and provide for new growth. Therefore, it is assumed 
that in the future, if the District requests additional water supplies from EMWD beyond the 336 acre feet 
a year (af/yr) quantity available from the Fruitvale Agreement, the requested groundwater quantities will 
be available. The 1972 Agreement expired with the finalization of the WMP and its implementing 
agreements. 
 

Since 1985, purchases from EMWD for domestic and agricultural use averaged about 2,000 af/yr. 
In the early 1990s, purchases from EMWD were significantly higher than average due to drought 
conditions, particularly in 1990 when over 8,000 acre-feet of water was purchased. In 2015, 
LHMWD purchased 1,528 af of potable water for use in its domestic system. Future purchases of 
domestic water from EMWD, and the Watermaster are anticipated to be approximately 1,300 af/yr 
or less during normal hydrologic periods. 
 

Groundwater: Groundwater is an existing and planned source available to LHMWD to meet its existing 
and projected demands. LHMWD owns or leases 13 active domestic wells and 7 active agricultural 
irrigation wells. In 2015, LHMWD pumped 7,706 af of domestic and agricultural irrigation water from the 
underlying aquifers which is much less than the 10,444 af pumped in 2010. LHMWD does not plan to 
develop additional groundwater resources except to replace existing wells as they age and deteriorate. 
However, the Water Master will use recently built wells to convey recharged water to the four 
participating water agencies, including LHMWD. A small amount of groundwater may be purchased 
from EMWD to maintain and operate existing connections or for emergency purposes. 
 

Currently, the District is involved in a basin-wide water management effort with EMWD and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto, in collaboration with the Department of Water Resources. The District is 
committed to the on-going effort of developing and implementing the WMP, which includes the operation 
of the San Jacinto and Hemet Groundwater Basins on a "safe-yield" or "perennial yield" basis. This 
means operating the groundwater basins so that long-term total groundwater extractions would not 
result in overdraft of the groundwater basins. As an acknowledgement of the current state of overdraft 
in the San Jacinto and Hemet Basins, the WMP principles are to limit basin users to some mutually 
agreed upon historic extraction quantity, consistent with the estimated perennial yield of the basins. 
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Surface Water:  Flow in the upper San Jacinto River is partially controlled by releases from Lake Hemet 
Reservoir, a 12,750-acre-foot lake located in the San Jacinto Mountains. The District owns and operates 
Lake Hemet Reservoir, releasing water from Lake Hemet to the South Fork of the San Jacinto River, 
and then diverting the water for agricultural use or groundwater recharge through a diversion structure 
located approximately six miles downstream of the dam (on the South Fork of the San Jacinto River). 
Flows from two tributary creeks, North Fork and Strawberry Creek, which join the South Fork of the San 
Jacinto River further downstream, are also diverted by the District for agricultural use and groundwater 
recharge. 
 

The District has pre-1914 appropriative rights dating back as far as 1884 to the water captured, stored 
and released from Lake Hemet Reservoir, diversions from the Strawberry, South Fork and North Fork 
Creeks, and from several historic and current locations on the San Jacinto River including Hamner's 
Ditch and 22 Heading among others. The District has historically diverted water from the South Fork, 
North Fork, Strawberry Creek and San Jacinto River and delivered it through pipelines, flumes or 
ditches, untreated, to agricultural water users.  
 

Diamond Valley Lake was constructed in the late 1990s by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) and 
is the largest lake in Southern California. Since then, this reservoir has been instrumental in carrying 
the region through challenging water scenarios, including several multi-year droughts. The reservoir 
was built to hold enough water to serve close to a half million Southern California families for a year. It 
stores up to 810,000 acre-feet of water (264 billion gallons), nearly doubling the region’s prior surface 
water storage capacity when it became operational. Due to the significant amount of rainfall received 
this winter Diamond Valley Lake is expected to reach its full storage capacity this year. These special 
circumstances allow for the small incremental increase of domestic water service to the proposed 36-
unit apartment Project, which is planned for within the LHMWD’s 2015 UWMP for ongoing growth.  
 

Stormwater: LHMWD receives stormwater through its use of stream flow. Lake Hemet stores storm 
water upstream of the dam. In addition, LHMWD has two cooperative projects underway to capture and 
recharge stormwater. The Little Lake Basin Recharge Modification Project No. 002-14 will increase the 
basins retention capacity from 0 to 15 acre feet. The Project was advertised for construction bids in May 
2016 and will be considered for award in June 2016. The Bautista Basin Recharge Optimization Project 
is undergoing environmental studies to increase the capacity of an existing set of weired basins to store 
and recharge stormwater from the Bautista Channel. 
 

Project Impacts: The Project has two existing single-family residential dwelling units. The LHMWD 
estimates that in 2010, single-family units consumed approximately 0.46 acre-feet annually. Therefore, 
these two units consume approximately 822 gallons per day (gpd). Typical multi-family residential 
dwelling units use approximately 240 gpd. Given the Project proposes 36 apartment units, the 
residential use will utilize approximately 8,640 gpd. Therefore, the Project’s increase in water 
consumption is approximately 7,818 gpd. This is an increase of approximately 8.76 acre feet annually.  
 

Riverside County Ordinance No. 859 sets forth specific water conservation measures that must be met 
for water efficient landscaping for the proposed Project. The Columbia Heights Landscape Plan 
incorporated a water efficient irrigation system that meets those requirement (See Exhibit 10b, 
Landscape Water Use Calculations). 
 

The LHMWD currently provides water service to the two existing single family residences within the 
Project Site and has provided a conditional “Will Serve Letter” that is included with in the Technical 
Appendix of this EA-IS. LHMWD has an 18 inch water line adjacent to the Project Site. The current R-
3 Residential Zoning and A-1 Agricultural Zoning designations on the Project Site, the projects 
compliance with the SARWQCB Low Impact Development criteria and the County’s requirement to 
meet the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) regional housing need 
allocation of over 40,000 additional dwelling units by 2029, and the need for more affordable rental 
housing in this area of the County per Chapter 727, Statutes of 2004 (SB 1087) are special 
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circumstances that allow for the small incremental increase of domestic water service for the proposed 
36-unit apartment Project, which is included within the LHMWD’s 2015 UWMP for ongoing growth. 
 

Findings of Fact 23.i): As described above in the analysis sections, conformance with regulatory 
standards and implementation of BMPs, the Project would not substantially degrade water quality, and 
therefore the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable water quality 
control plan. Also noted above in the analysis sections, the Project would not have the potential to 
adversely affect groundwater supplies or the management of groundwater basins in the area. This 
impact is considered to be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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LAND USE AND PLANNING  Would the project: 
24. Land Use 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

    

 

Source(s): GIS database, Riverside County General Plan, San Jacinto Valley Area Plan Land Use 
Plan, Riverside County Zoning Code, City of Hemet General Plan; Project Site Plan. Project Application 
Materials 
 

24.a): PHYSICALLY DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY 
 

The Project Site is located on the west side of Columbia Street between Florida Avenue to the north 
and Acacia Avenue to the south. Ultimate half width improvements are required as a condition of 
approval along the 132 foot frontage abutting the Project Site. These required right-of way 
improvements and the development of the 36-unit residential apartment Project on the 2.4 acre Project 
Site do not physically divide the existing established community in the County of Riverside or the 
adjacent City of Hemet. The Project does not propose any facilities (storm drain channel or utility 
easement) that would physically divide a community. 
 

Findings of Fact 24.a) Based on the analysis above, the proposed residential infill Project will not 
physically divide an established community. There will be no impact. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

24.b): CONFLICT WITH ANY LAND USE PLAN, POLICY OR REGULATION 
 

The Riverside County General Plan – San Jacinto Valley Area Plan Land Use Plan, adopted in 
December 2016, designates the Project Site as Community Development Medium Density Residential 
(CD:MDR). This land use designation allows a density of from two (2) to five (5) dwelling units per acre. 
The Riverside County Zoning Code designates the eastern portion of the Project Site as R-3, Multi-
family Residential, the western landlocked portion of the Project Site is Zoned A-1-5, Light Agriculture. 
 

□ □ 

□ □ 
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California Government Code Section 65860 requires a county’s zoning ordinance to be consistent with 
the general plan. In order to eliminate the current inconsistency identified above, and to aid in the 
County’s California Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation requirements, the Applicant is 
requesting a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zone Change (ZC).  The General Plan Amendment 
is requesting a land use designation of Community Development: Very High Density Residential 
(CD:VHDR) that would allow from 14 to 20 dwelling units per acre. The proposed 36-unit apartment 
Project on 2.4 gross acres results in 15 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). The Zone Change is requesting 
the eastern landlocked portion of the Project Site be changed to R-3, Multi-family Residential, the same 
as the R-3 Zoning that currently exists on the western portion of the property. 
 

Pursuant to Ordinance 348, Section 2.4.C.2, the Applicant has provided the following “Findings” and 
documentation as justifications for the requested General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, 
 

Finding 24.b)1. The proposed change does not involve a change in or conflict with the Riverside County 
Vision; any General Planning Principle set forth in General Plan Appendix B; or any Foundation 
Component designation in the General Plan. 
 

Finding of Fact: The proposed GPA to increase density is consistent with the County’s Vision and 
Planning Principles as stated in the General Plan. The foundational component (Community 
Development) will not be changing. The attached Exhibits 19 and 20 on the following page document 
the Project Site is surrounded by similar multifamily residential uses and is conveniently located within 
walking distance of commercial retail along Florida Avenue – the major arterial in the community.  
 

Improvements brought about by the Project will ultimately develop an underutilized area by providing 
infrastructure through the property frontage that includes curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Columbia Street 
will benefit from improved pedestrian and vehicular access. Moreover, the Project provides safe off-
street parking in excess of the minimum required by Ordinance No. 348. Aside from providing much 
needed housing to the area, the development will bring aesthetics to a declining area. The design 
incorporates trees and landscaping along the property frontage for a beautified streetscape. The Project 
includes high quality architecture consistent with General Plan Design Guidelines, enhancing the 
character of the surrounding neighborhood.  
 

The requested GPA is 2.41 acres and results in a similar intensity of development that currently exists 
in the immediate and surrounding area. The proposed site is surrounded predominantly by multifamily 
living (see Exhibit 20 and 21 below). A care facility and several multifamily properties are directly 
adjacent to approximately 70% of the property’s perimeter. The proposed site is within 200 feet of 
several existing sites with densities equivalent to Very High Density Residential (HDR). These existing 
multi-family residential complexes are at higher densities than what is currently reflected in the General 
Plan. An amendment to the General Plan to convert the current land use and zoning designations would 
allow the proposed site to conform to an area that is and has been trending toward higher densities and 
would eliminate the existing inconsistency between the existing General Plan and Zoning land use 
designations. 
 
The requested GPA on the 2.4-acre Project Site would not change any policy direction or intent of the 
General Plan within the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan. The proposed change does not involve a change 
in or conflict with the Riverside County Vision, any General Planning Principle set forth in General Plan 
Appendix B or any Foundation Component designation in the General Plan. 
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Exhibit 20 

Surrounding County Residential Densities 

 
   Source: Ascendant Development Group, LLC 
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Exhibit 21 

City of Hemet Adjacent Residential Densities 

 
Source: Ascendant Development Group, LLC 
 

Finding 24.b)2:  The proposed amendment would either contribute to the purposes of the General Plan 
or, at a minimum, would not be detrimental to them. 
 

Finding of Fact: The proposed site is surrounded predominately by multifamily living. An institutional 
memory care facility and several multifamily properties abut approximately 70% of the property’s 
perimeter. Additionally, the proposed site is within 200 feet of several existing sites with densities 
equivalent to Very High Density Residential (VHDR). These sites exist at a higher densities than what 
is currently reflected in the General Plan. An amendment to the General Plan to convert the current land 
use designation from MDR to VHDR would allow the proposed site to conform to an area that is and 
has been trending toward higher densities. 
 

Finding 24.b)3: Special circumstances or conditions have emerged that were unanticipated in preparing 
the General Plan. 
 

Finding of Fact:  When the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan and its Land Use Plan were developed in 
2016, it did not recognize that the area immediately adjacent to and surrounding the Project Site were 
primarily multi-family residential with higher densities allowed under the Community Development 
Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR) land use designation. Exhibits 20 and 21 show the actual 
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densities of most of the adjacent surrounding properties that have higher densities than five (5) dwelling 
units per acre.  
 

Finding 24.b)4:  A change in policy is required to conform to changes in state or federal law or applicable 
findings of a court of law. 
 

As stated above, California Government Code Section 65860 requires a county’s zoning ordinance to 
be consistent with the general plan. The current General Plan land use designation is Community 
Development: Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR), while the Zoning Ordinance land use 
designation is R-3, Multi-family Residential and A-1-5, Light Agriculture. The proposed GPA and Zone 
Change will correct the inconsistency between the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
 

Finding 24.b)5: An amendment is required to comply with an update of the Housing Element or change 
in State Housing Element law. 
 

Finding of fact: Although an amendment is not required to comply with an update of the Housing 
Element or change in State Housing Element law, the requested GPA will assist the County in meeting 
its state and SGAG required Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Allocation. 
 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) allocates regional housing 
need numbers to regional councils of governments throughout the state. The Regional Housing Needs 
Plan for Riverside County is developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 
who allocates to cities and the unincorporated county their “fair share” of the region’s projected housing 
needs, also known as the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Allocation. The Regional 
Housing Needs Plan allocates the RHNA based on household income groupings over the eight-year 
planning period for each specific jurisdiction’s Housing Element. On March 4, 2021, SCAG adopted the 
6th Cycle Final RHNA Plan for the 2021-2029 planning period. The allocation for the unincorporated 
County of Riverside is a total of 40,647 housing units. The County must identify sites to accommodate 
these units in the Housing Element. The breakdown of this allocation by income category is shown in 
Table 13, below. 
 

Table 13 

2021-2029 Riverside County Regional Housing Needs 

 
Income Category Income Range* 2021-2019 RHNA 

Extremely Low $0 - $26,200 5,185 

Very Low $26,201 - $37,650 5,186 

Low $37,651 - $60,250 6,627 

Moderate $60,252 - $90,350 7,347 

Above Moderate $90,351 or more 16,302 

Total 40,647 

Source: SCAG, March 2021, Riverside County 2021 – 2029 Housing Element 
*Based on a four-person household 
 

The Proposed Project was not considered in this RHNA analysis. The proposed General Plan 
Amendment and Zone Change will create an incremental increase in meeting the required RHNA 
allocation.  
 

Findings of Fact 24.b): Based on General Plan Concepts, the Certainty System and Foundation 
Components, its Policies, Zoning Consistency requirements information and referenced previous 
findings, the proposed residential infill Project will not cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect. Therefore, the impact is considered to be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
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Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
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Significant 
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No 
Impact 

MINERAL RESOURCES  Would the project:     
25. Mineral Resources 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region or the residents 
of the State? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

c) Potentially expose people or property to hazards 
from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines?     

 

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-6 “Mineral Resources Area”; Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment Report,  Proposed 36-Apartment Complex Located at 25914 Columbia 
Street, Hemet, CA 92544, USA Environmental, Inc, November 2021. Project Application Materials. 
 

25.a): LOSS OF MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

The Project Site is designated for residential use by the Riverside County Plan – San Jacinto Valley 
Area Plan Land Use Plan. The General Plan does not designate this site or the area surrounding the 
Project Site as known mineral resources. The Riverside County General Plan – San Jacinto Valley Area 
Plan Land Use Plan, adopted in December 2016, designates the Project Site as Community 
Development Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR). The Riverside County Zoning Code designates 
the eastern portion of the Project Site as R-3, Multi-family Residential, the western landlocked portion 
of the Project Site is Zoned A-1-5, Light Agriculture. The Area Plan identifies this East Hemet Area as 
an urbanized area designated primarily for residential, commercial, institutional and public uses. The 
site is not located near or close to a County Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ -1 & MRZ-2).  
 

Findings of Fact 25.a):   Based on this documentation, the Proposed Project does not result in the loss 
of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the surrounding region and the 
residents of the State. There will be no impacts.  
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

25.b): LOSS OF AVALIABILITY OF A LOCALLY-IMPORTANT MINERAL RESOURCE RECOVERY 
SITE 
 

The Riverside County Planning Department maintains a list of all active mineral resource recovery sites. 
That list is contained in the Murrieta General Plan Update, Appendix J, and identifies close to seventy 
(70) active and reclaimed mines throughout Riverside County. This list identifies one site in the vicinity 
of the City of Hemet, called the “Little Lake Pit” operated by the Riverside County Transportation 
Department (County Permit No RLC00124, State Mine No. 91-33-0055). This list does not identify any 
other locally-important mineral resource recovery site near the Project Site. The Project Site is 
designated for urban infill residential by the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan Land Use Plan use and is not 
considered a mineral resource by the County of Riverside or the State of California Resource 
Conservation Department 
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Findings of Fact 25.b):   Based on this documentation, the Proposed Project does not result in the loss 
of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan. There will be no impacts.  
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
25.c): HAZARDS FROM PROPOSED, EXISTING, OR ABANDONED QUARRIES OR MINES 
 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project did not identify any 
existing or abandoned quarries on or within or mines within one mile of the Project Site.  
 
Findings of Fact 25.c):   Based on this documentation, the proposed Project does not potentially expose 
people or property to hazards from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines. There will be 
no impacts.  
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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NOISE  Would the project result in: 
26. Airport Noise 

a) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two (2) 
miles of a public airport or public use airport would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

b) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20 “Airport Locations,” County of Riverside Airport 
Facilities Map; Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission, Individual Airport Policies and 
Compatibilities Maps, Chapter 3, HR. Hemet Ryan Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, Compatibility 
Maps HR-1 through HR-4, February 2017. Noise Impact Analysis for Columbia Heights Project, Roma 
Environmental, November 2025. 
 
26.a) AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN NOISE 
 

The Project Site is located at 25914 Columbia Street in unincorporated Riverside County. The closest 
airport to the Project Site is the Riverside Municipal Airport which is located approximately 4.8 miles 
north of the Project Site. The Project Site is not located within an airport land use compatibility plan area 
or within a 65 dBA CNEL airport noise contour. The Ontario International Airport is located 
approximately 42 miles northwest of the Project Site. March Air Force Base is located approximately 19 
miles northwest of the Project Site, Norton Air Force Base/SBC Airport is located approximately 28 
miles northwest of the Project Site. Therefore, there are no existing or proposed public or military 
airports within two miles that would create significant noise impacts at the Project Site. 
 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Findings of Fact 26.a): Based on this documentation, the Proposed Project is not located within an 
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two (2) miles of a public airport 
or public use airport and does not expose people residing or working at the Project Site to excessive 
noise levels. There will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
26.b) PRIVATE AIRSTRIP NOISE 
 

The Project Site is located approximately 4.2 miles northeast of the Hemet Ryan Airport and is not 
located within its Airport Master Plan boundaries. (Source: Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission, Individual Airport Policies and Compatibilities Maps, Chapter 3, HR. Hemet Ryan Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan, Compatibility Maps HR-1 through HR-4, February 2017.) 
 

Findings of Fact 26.a): Based on this documentation, the Proposed Project is not located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip, and the Project Site does not expose people residing or working in the 
Project Area to excessive noise levels. There will be no impacts. 
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27. Noise Effects by the Project 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels?     

 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1 (“Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Exposure”), Noise Analysis for the Columbia Heights Residential Development Project, Riverside 
County, California, Greve and Associates, Inc., March 2022, Noise Impact Analysis for Columbia 
Heights Project, Roma Environmental, November 2025. 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The firm of Greve and Associates prepared the Noise Assessment for the Columbia Heights Residential 
Development located within the unincorporated region of western Riverside County, California. The 
purpose of this study is to document established existing ambient noise levels and identify potential 
short-term construction and long-term operational noise impacts on local and nearby sensitive land 
uses. This Technical Study is included as Appendix I(a) to the Environmental Assessment - Initial Study. 
Further, at the request of the County, as Greve and Associates is no longer an active entity in the Noise 
Assessment field, a Noise Impact Analysis was prepared by Roma Environmental to address BMPs, 
Mitigation Measures, Vibration, and otherwise expand on the issues analyzed in Appendix I(a). The 
Roma Environmental study is provided as Appendix I(b).  
 

NOISE CRITERIA BACKGROUND 
 

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the sound and frequency (pitch) 
of the sound. The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). Decibels 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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are based on the logarithmic scale. The logarithmic scale compresses the wide range in sound pressure 
levels to a more usable range of numbers in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to measure 
earthquakes. In terms of human response to noise, a sound 10 dB higher than another is judged to be 
twice as loud; and 20 dB higher four times as loud; and so forth. Everyday sounds normally range from 
30 dB (very quiet) to 100 dB (very loud). 
 

Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency- dependent 
rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) 
performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the 
sensitivity of the human ear. Community noise levels are measured in terms of the "A-weighted decibel," 
abbreviated dBA. Exhibit 22 provides examples of various noises and their typical A-weighted noise 
level. 
 

Sound levels decrease as a function of distance from the source as a result of wave divergence, 
atmospheric absorption and ground attenuation. As the sound wave travels away from the source, the 
sound energy is dispersed over a greater area, thereby dispersing the sound power of the wave. 
Atmospheric absorption also influences the levels that are received by the observer. The greater the 
distance traveled, the greater the influence and the resultant fluctuations. The degree of absorption is 
a function of the frequency of the sound as well as the humidity and temperature of the air. Intervening 
topography can also have a substantial effect on the effective perceived noise levels. 
 

Noise has been defined as unwanted sound and it is known to have several adverse effects on people.  
From these known effects of noise, criteria have been established to help protect the public health and 
safety and prevent disruption of certain human activities.  This criterion is based on such known impacts 
of noise on people as hearing loss, speech interference, sleep interference, physiological responses 
and annoyance.  Each of these potential noise impacts on people are briefly discussed in the following 
narratives: 

 

Hearing loss is not a concern in community noise situations of this type.  The potential for noise 
induced hearing loss is more commonly associated with occupational noise exposures in heavy 
industry or very noisy work environments.  Noise levels in neighborhoods, even in very noisy airport 
environs, are not sufficiently loud to cause hearing loss. 
 

Speech interference is one of the primary concerns in environmental noise problems.  Normal 
conversational speech is in the range of 60 to 65 dBA and any noise in this range or louder may 
interfere with speech.  There are specific methods of describing speech interference as a function 
of distance between speaker and listener and voice level. 
 
Sleep interference is a major noise concern for traffic noise.  Sleep disturbance studies have 
identified interior noise levels that have the potential to cause sleep disturbance.  Note that sleep 
disturbance does not necessarily mean awakening from sleep but can refer to altering the pattern 
and stages of sleep. 
 
Annoyance is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe.  Annoyance is a very individual 
characteristic and can vary widely from person to person.  What one person considers tolerable can 
be quite unbearable to another of equal hearing capability. 

 
NOISE ASSESSMENT METRICS 
 
The description, analysis and reporting of community noise levels around communities is made difficult 
by the complexity of human response to noise and the myriad of noise metrics that have been developed 
for describing noise impacts.  Each of these metrics attempts to quantify noise levels with respect to 
community response.  Most of the metrics use the A-Weighted noise level to quantify noise impacts on 
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humans.  A-weighting is a frequency weighting that accounts for human sensitivity to different 
frequencies. 
 

Typical outdoor and indoor noise levels are described in Exhibit 22 on the following page. 
 

Noise metrics can be divided into two categories: single event and cumulative.  Single-event metrics 
describe the noise levels from an individual event such as an aircraft fly over or perhaps a heavy 
equipment pass-by.  Cumulative metrics average the total noise over a specific time period, which is 
typically 1 or 24-hours for community noise problems.  For this type of analysis, cumulative noise metrics 
will be used. 
 

Several rating scales have been developed for measurement of community noise.  These account for: 
(1) the parameters of noise that have been shown to contribute to the effects of noise on man, (2) the 
variety of noises found in the environment, (3) the variations in noise levels that occur as a person 
moves through the environment, and (4) the variations associated with the time of day.  They are 
designed to account for the known effects of noise on people described previously.  Based on these 
effects, the observation has been made that the potential for a noise to impact people is dependent on 
the total acoustical energy content of the noise.  A number of noise scales have been developed to 
account for this observation.  Two of the predominate noise scales are the: Equivalent Noise Level 
(Leq) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  These scales are described in the following 
paragraphs. 
 

Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same total energy 
as a time-varying signal over a given sample period.  Leq is the "energy" average noise level during 
the time period of the sample.  Leq can be measured for any time period but is typically measured 
for 1 hour.  It is the energy sum of all the events and background noise levels that occur during that 
time period. 

 

CNEL, Community Noise Equivalent Level, is the predominant rating scale now in use in California 
for land use compatibility assessment.  The CNEL scale represents a time weighted 24-hour 
average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel.  Time weighted refers to the fact that noise 
that occurs during certain sensitive time periods is penalized for occurring at these times.  The 
evening time period (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) penalizes noises by 5 dBA, while nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 
a.m.) noises are penalized by 10 dBA.  These time periods and penalties were selected to reflect 
people's increased sensitivity to noise during these time periods.  A CNEL noise level may be 
reported as a "CNEL of 60 dBA," "60 dBA CNEL," or simply "60 CNEL.” 

 

L(%) (also sometimes represented as L(n) is a statistical method of describing noise which accounts 
for variance in noise levels throughout a given measurement period.  L(%) is a way of expressing 
the noise level exceeded for a percentage of time in a given measurement period.  For example, 
since 15 minutes is 25% of one hour, L(25) is the noise level that is equal to or exceeded for 15 
minutes in a one-hour period.  It is L(%) that is commonly used in Noise Ordinance standards.  For 
example, many daytime County and City Noise Ordinances use an ordinance standard of 55 dBA 
for 30 minutes per hour or an L(50) level of 55 dBA.  In other words, the Noise Ordinance states 
that no noise level should exceed 55 dBA for more than fifty percent of a given period.  Lmax, which 
is L(0), is the maximum sound level during a measurement period. 
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Exhibit 22 

Typical Noise Levels 

 
      Source, Greve & Associates, Inc 
  

OdBA 

20 

40 

60 

80 

100 

120 

140 

Outdoor 
threshold of hearing (0 dBA) 

rustling of leaves (20 dBA) 

quiet residential area (40 dBA) 

air-conditioner at 100 feet (60 dBA) 

car at 25 feet at 65 mph (77 dBA) 

diesel truck at 50 feet at 40 mph (84 dBA) 

propeller airplane flyover at 1000 feet (88 dBA) 

motorcycle at 25 feet (90 dBA) 

lawnmower (96 dBA) 

backhoe at 50 feet (75-95 dBA) 

snowmobile (100 dBA) 
pile driver at 50 feet (90-105 dBA) 

car horn (110 d BA) 

rock concert (110 dBA) 
leaf blower (110 dBA) 

ambulance siren (120 dBA) 

stock car races (130 dBA) 

jackhammer (130 dBA) 

Sources: League For The Hard or Hearing, www.lhh.org 
tsrifiriccttlkisHOzfnt MOawt-11, E:dlEK:I~ ~ 1979 

whispering at 5 feet (20 dBA) 

refrigerator (50 dBA) 

sewing machine (60 dBA) 

normal conversation (60 to 65 dBA) 

dishwasher (55-70 dBA) 
living room music or TV (70 -75 dBA) 

garbage disposal (80 dBA) 

ringing telephone (80 dBA) 

vacuum cleaner (60-85 dBA) 

shouted conversation (90 dBA) 

baby crying on shoulder (110 dBA) 
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NOISE CRITERIA  
 
Federal Transit Administration 
Construction Noise: According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), local noise ordinances are 
typically not very useful in evaluating construction noise. They often define nuisances and hours of 
allowed activity and sometimes specify limits in terms of maximum levels but are generally not practical 
for assessing the impact of a construction Project. Project construction noise criteria should account for 
the existing noise environment, the absolute noise levels produced during construction activities, the 
duration of the construction, and the adjacent land uses. Due to the lack of standardized construction 
noise thresholds, the FTA provides guidelines that can be considered reasonable criteria for 
construction noise assessment (Table 4). 
 

Table 4.  
FTA Construction Noise Criteria 

Land Use Leq,(8 hr), dBA 
Day Night 

Residential 80 70 
Commercial 85 85 

Industrial 90 90 
Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 2018. 

 
Groundborne Vibration: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides reasonable criteria for 
addressing potential impacts related to groundborne vibration. As shown in Table 5, the peak particle 
velocity (PPV) threshold for risk of “architectural” damage is 0.5 in/sec for reinforced-concrete, steel or 
timber (no plaster) buildings, 0.3 in/sec for engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) buildings, 0.2 
in/sec for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings, and 0.1 in/sec for buildings extremely 
susceptible to vibration damage. 
 

Table 5.  
FTA Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

Building/Structural Category PPV, in/sec 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.1 
Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 2018. 

 
County of Riverside Regulations 
The Noise Element of the Riverside County General Plan and the Noise Ordinance contain the County’s 
policies and regulations on noise. The Noise Element of the General Plan presents limits on noise levels 
at proposed land uses from transportation noise sources, vehicles on public roadways, railroads and 
aircraft. Additionally, the General Plan provides guidance to ensure that noise and land use compatibility 
are integrated into the development process. 
 

The Noise Ordinance regulates noise on one property impacting a neighboring property. Typically, it 
sets limits on noise levels that can be experienced at the neighboring property. The Noise Ordinance is 
part of the County’s Code of Ordinances (Chapter 9.52 Noise Regulation) and is enforceable throughout 
the County. The County’s Noise Ordinance and Noise Element policies are presented below. 
 

County of Riverside Noise Element: The County of Riverside adopted a Noise Element of the General 
Plan dated December 8, 2015. Included in the Noise Element is a Land Use Compatibility For 
Community Noise Exposure, reproduced here as Exhibit 23 on the following page. The matrix shows 
that new multi-family residential development is "normally acceptable" in noise exposure areas up to 65 
CNEL. Residential buildings with this noise exposure should be satisfactory assuming "normal 
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conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements." The County also enforces 
the California Building Code which requires that the interior noise levels of multi-family developments 
be designed to achieve a noise level of 45 CNEL or less. 
 

County of Riverside Noise Ordinance: Within the County of Riverside, the Noise Ordinance governs 
operational noise generated on one property and impacting another parcel. Chapter 9.52 of the County 
code represents the County’s Noise Ordinance. The Noise Ordinance standards are in terms of the "A-
weighted decibel," abbreviated dBA. The ordinance defines levels that cannot be exceeded in terms of 
the maximum sound level (Lmax). 
 

For residential developments the exterior standard is 55 dBA (Lmax) during the daytime (7 a.m. to 10 
p.m.) and 45 dBA (Lmax) for the nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). There are a number of exemptions that 
apply to residential developments and they are identified in Section 9.52.020 of the Noise Ordinance. 
Specifically, the following exemptions may be applicable to the proposed Project once in operation. 

• Property maintenance, including, but not limited to, the operation of lawnmowers, leaf blowers, etc., 
provided such maintenance occurs between the hours of seven a.m. and eight p.m.; 

• Motor vehicles, other than off-highway vehicles. This exemption does not include sound emanating 
from motor vehicle sound systems; 

• Heating and air conditioning equipment; 
• Safety, warning and alarm devices, including but not limited to, house and car alarms, and other 

warning devices that are designed to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. 

Riverside County Code of Ordinances Ordinance 847 exempts construction noise if it is limited to certain 
hours. The code reads as follows: Private construction projects located within one-quarter of a mile from 
an inhabited dwelling, provided that: 

• Construction does not occur between the hours of six p.m. and six a.m. during the months of June 
through September, and 

• Construction does not occur between the hours of six p.m. and seven a.m. during the months of 
October through May. 

METHODOLOGY 
 
Construction Noise Modeling: Construction noise associated with the proposed Project was calculated 
at sensitive receptor locations utilizing methodology found in the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2018) together with several key construction 
parameters, including: distance to the property line of each receptor, equipment, percent usage factor, 
and baseline parameters for the Project Site. The equipment used to calculate the construction noise 
levels for each phase were based on the assumptions provided in the CalEEMod construction emission 
modeling provided in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis prepared for the proposed Project 
(Greve & Associates, LLC 2022, Appendix I(a)). It is important to understand that for construction, per 
FTA methodology, noise levels are being calculated from the center of the site in order to represent an 
average as the equipment moves around the site over an eight- hour period. Furthermore, noise levels 
are calculated at the property line of each sensitive receptor and not to the actual structure. Therefore, 
distances to sensitive receptors may differ from those described in other technical documents prepared 
for this Project. 
 
Construction noise will vary depending on the construction process, type of equipment involved, location 
of the construction site with respect to sensitive receptors, the schedule proposed to carry out each task 
(e.g., hours and days of the week) and the duration of the construction work. Sound emission levels 
associated with typical construction equipment as well as typical usage factors are provided in Table 8. 
Construction noise worksheets are provided in Appendix I(b). 
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Table 14 

Equipment Noise Emissions and Acoustical Usage Factors  
 

Equipment Description Impact 
Device? 

Acoustical Use 
Factor (%) 

Spec. Lmax @ 
50ft (dBA, slow) 

Actual Measured 
Lmax @ 50ft 
(dBA, slow) 

No. of Actual 
Data Samples 

(Count) 
Backhoe No 40 80 78 372 

Cement Mortar Mixers No 15 83 -N/A- 0 

Compactor (ground) No 20 80 83 57 

Compressor (air) No 40 80 78 18 

Crane No 16 85 81 405 

Dozer No 40 85 82 55 

Dump Truck No 40 84 76 31 

Excavator No 40 85 81 170 

Flat Bed Truck No 40 84 74 4 

Forklift No 50 n/a 61 n/a 

Front End Loader No 40 80 79 96 

Generator No 50 82 81 19 

Grader No 40 85 -N/A- 0 

Man Lift No 20 85 75 23 

Roller No 20 85 80 16 

Tractor No 40 84 -N/A- 0 

Welder No 40 73 74 5 

 
Stationary Source/Operational Noise Modeling: The SoundPLAN acoustical modeling software was 
utilized to model stationary Project operational noise from the proposed Project to adjacent and nearby 
land uses. SoundPLAN is capable of evaluating stationary noise sources (e.g., parking lots, drive-
through menus, car wash equipment, vacuums, etc.). The SoundPLAN software utilizes algorithms 
(based on the inverse square law) to calculate noise level projections. The software allows the user to 
input specific noise sources, spectral content, sound barriers, building placement, topography, and 
sensitive receptor locations. In addition to the information provided below, noise modeling input and 
outputs assumptions are provided in Appendix I(b). 
 
The Project operational Leq was modeled utilizing representative sound levels in the SoundPLAN model 
and Project trip generation. Modeled noise sources include vehicle movement/parking lot noise and 
HVAC equipment. Peak hour traffic movements were assumed and full operation of the HVAC units 
was assumed. 
 
On-site Vehicle Trips 
Based on the Traffic Circulation Assessment for the proposed Project (Translutions 2024), the Project 
will generate approximately 14 trips during the AM peak hour, 18 trips during PM peak hour and 243 
total daily trips. 
 
Mechanical Equipment (HVAC Units) 
Sound Spectrum data for 15 and 20 Ton HVAC units were utilized to model proposed HVAC noise. 
HVAC units are proposed to be located in utility closets. Given this fact, 15 dB was deducted from the 
sound power level of each unit to represent the attenuation provided by the structure. Representative 
HVAC sound data is provided in Appendix I(b). 
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Mobile Source Noise Modeling: In order to determine if Project generated vehicle trips would result in 
any substantial increases in ambient noise levels, they were evaluated in light of the existing noise 
environment, which is dominated by vehicle traffic. The proposed Project would generate 243 vehicle 
trips accessing the site via Columbia Street locally and State Highway 74 for more regional trips. Traffic 
count data provided by the County of 
  
Riverside1 shows that there are approximately 6,344 vehicle trips a day traveling on Columbia Street in 
vicinity of the proposed Project and per Caltrans operational data2 21,300 trips per day travelling on 
State Highway 74. The posted speed on both Columbia St3reet and State Highway 74 is 35 miles per 
hour in the vicinity of the proposed Project. Vehicle mixes provided in the Riverside County 
Requirements for determining and mitigating traffic noise impacts to residential structures memorandum 
(2009) were used for modeling purposes. Existing and existing plus Project roadway noise modeling 
worksheets are provided in Appendix I(b). 
 
Groundborne Vibration Modeling: Groundborne vibration modeling was performed using vibration 
propagation equations and construction equipment source levels obtained from the FTA Transit Noise 
and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2018). Table 15 shows typical vibration levels associated 
with commonly used construction equipment based on data from the FTA. The fundamental equation 
used to calculate vibration propagation through average soil conditions and distance is as follows: 
 

PPVequipment = PPVref 

(25/Drec)n Where: 
PPVref = reference PPV at 25ft. 

Drec = distance from equipment to receiver in ft. 
n = 1.5 (the value related to the attenuation rate through ground) 

 
Table 15  

Construction Equipment Vibration Source Levels 

 
Equipment PPV at 25 ft, in/sec 

Pile Driver (impact) 
upper range 1.518 

typical 0.644 

Pile Driver (sonic) 
upper range 0.734 

typical 0.170 

clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 

Hydromill (slurry wall) 
in soil 0.008 

in rock 0.017 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 

Hoe Ram 0.089 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 

Jackhammer 0.035 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 

Source: Federal Transit Administration: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, 2018. 

*RMS velocity in decibels, VdB re 1 micro-in/sec 
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EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 
 

The existing noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed Project are needed to establish the current 
baseline noise levels. A visual survey of the Project Site and the surrounding area was conducted to 
determine the location of a set of noise measurements that would provide a noise profile of the area in 
the vicinity of the Project Site. Several criteria were used in the site selection process including, but not 
limited to, the proximity of a measurement site to sensitive land uses as well as its proximity to significant 
noise generators. Three sites were selected for noise measurements. The measurement sites are 
displayed in Exhibit 23 on the following Page. The measurements were taken on March 22, 2022. 
 

All noise measurements were performed using a Rion NL-52 Type 1 Sound Level Meter. During the 
measurements a large windscreen (i.e., Rion WL-10) covered the sound meter’s microphone to 
dampen-out any unwanted wind-generated noise. Both before and after the set of measurements were 
taken, a Rion NC-74 Class 1 Sound Calibrator was used to check the calibration of the sound meter to 
ensure that the measured sound levels readings were accurate. Both pieces of equipment have current 
certification that is traceable to the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). The 
monitoring system is Type 1, which is the highest rating available for environmental noise 
measurements. In other words, this system provides the most accurate level of measurements. For 
each site, two 15-minute measurements were made to ensure that the noise levels measured were 
consistent. At the conclusion of each set of measurements, the Leq, Lmin, Lmax, L1.7, L8, L25, and 
L50 values for the full-time period were written down on a data sheet. Prevailing weather conditions 
were noted along with any other factors that might affect the noise measurements. Table 16 shows the 
results of the measurements. 
 

The noise levels at all sites were typical of an urban area. The noise levels were dominated by traffic 
on the adjacent streets. Significant noise from other sources, for example aircraft, were not present. 
The loudest noise level of 102.4 dBA at Site 1 was due to an extremely loud motorcycle. In fact, the 
loudest noise levels at all sites were due to some type of motor vehicle. 
 

Table 16 

Existing Noise Measurements 

 

Site Start Time Leq Lmax L1.7 L8 L25 L50 Lmin 

1 12:15 p.m. 76.6 102.4 78.7 71.4 61.9 52.8 40.6 

1 12:32 p.m. 63.5 83.5 74.2 67.9 56.1 48.9 39.8 

2 1:34 p.m. 70.7 87.8 79.0 75.0 70.0 64.4 43.7 

2 1:50 p.m. 69.9 83.9 78.9 74.4 70.9 63.8 42.4 

3 12:58 p.m. 64.2 78.7 74.4 70.1 61.9 53.9 37.7 

3 1:14 p.m. 65.7 78.7 75.2 71.4 64.9 56.7 38.7 

           Source: Greve & Associates, March 22, 2022 
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Exhibit 23 

Noise Measurement Sites 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 Page 128   

27.a): INCREASE IN AMBIANT NOISE LEVELS 
 
POTENTIAL NOISE IMPACTS 
 

Potential noise impacts are commonly divided into two groups; temporary and long term. Temporary 
impacts are usually associated with noise generated by construction activities. Long-term impacts would 
be associated with the operation of the proposed Project. Construction noise is the most common 
temporary impact and traffic noise associated with the Project is an example of long term noise. Both 
types of potential impacts are addressed below. 
 

Noise Impact Criteria:  Off-site impacts from on-site activities, both short-term and long-term, are 
measured against the Noise Ordinance criteria discussed in a previous section, and ambient noise 
levels. Construction activities for the proposed Project will be required to meet the noise ordinance 
standards along with any noise generating activities associated with the operation of the Project. 
 

Temporary Construction Noise Impacts:  Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient 
noise levels. Noise generated by construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, cranes, 
and concrete mixers can reach high levels. 
 

Construction noise associated with the proposed Project will vary depending on the construction 
process, type of equipment involved, location of the construction site with respect to sensitive receptors, 
the schedule proposed to carry out each task (e.g., hours and days of the week) and the duration of the 
construction work. Construction phases are anticipated to include site preparation, grading, and paving. 
A summary of typical noise level data for a variety of construction equipment compiled by the Federal 
Highway Administration that will likely be used during Project construction is presented in Table 14. 
Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of 
full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings. 
 
Existing sensitive receptors that may be affected by construction noise include single-family residential 
land uses located north, south and west of the Project site and a memory care center located north of 
the Project site. 
 
Construction noise associated with each construction phase was modeled using FTA methodology. As 
shown in Table 17, the FTA construction noise threshold would be exceeded during the grading phase, 
the building phase, and the paving phase. This impact is potentially significant. Implementation of the 
MM NOI-1 and NOI-2 presented below would reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant. 
These measures would require mufflers to achieve a reduction in decibel level, and would further limit 
construction levels to between the hours of 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM during the months of June through 
September, and 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM during the months of October through May in accordance with  
the County’s Noise Ordinance. 
 

Table 17 

Construction Noise Levels 

 
 

Phase 
 

Receptor Location 
Construction 
Noise Levels 

(dBA Leq) 

Construction 
Noise Levels 

Exceed 80 dBA 
Threshold? 

Mitigated 
Construction 
Noise Levels 

(dBA Leq) 
 

Demolition 
Residential Land Uses to the North & 

South 
80.0 N 71.2 

Residential Land Uses to the West 70.4 N 66.4 

Memory Care Center to the North 71.0 N 66.5 

 Residential Land Uses to the North & 
South 

79.9 N 69.8 
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Phase 

 
Receptor Location 

Construction 
Noise Levels 

(dBA Leq) 

Construction 
Noise Levels 

Exceed 80 dBA 
Threshold? 

Mitigated 
Construction 
Noise Levels 

(dBA Leq) 
Site 

Preparation 
Residential Land Uses to the West 68.7 N 67.9 

Memory Care Center to the North 69.5 N 67.9 

 
Grading 

Residential Land Uses to the North & 
South 

83.6 Y 79.6 

Residential Land Uses to the West 72.5 N 68.4 

Memory Care Center to the North 73.3 N 69.2 

 
Building 

Construction 

Residential Land Uses to the North & 
South 

81.9 Y 80.1 

Residential Land Uses to the West 70.7 N 68.9 

Memory Care Center to the North 71.5 N 69.7 

 
Paving 

Residential Land Uses to the North & 
South 

84.9 Y 79.3 

Residential Land Uses to the West 73.7 N 68.2 

Memory Care Center to the North 74.5 N 68.9 

 
Architectural 

Coating 

Residential Land Uses to the North & 
South 

71.7 N 71.7 

Residential Land Uses to the West 60.6 N 60.6 

Memory Care Center to the North 61.4 N 61.4 

Sources: Referenced noise levels from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 
(September 2018) and the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide (January 2006) and SoundPLAN GmbH, 
SoundPLAN Noise Model reference noise level. 

 
Through compliance with the recommended mitigation measures, in addition to regulatory compliance, 
construction noise impacts of the Project on surrounding uses would be reduced to less than significant 
levels.  
 

Operational Noise (On-Site): operational noise was modeled utilizing representative sound levels in the 
SoundPLAN noise model. Modeled noise sources include vehicle movement/parking lot noise and 
heating and ventilation (HVAC) equipment. Proposed HVAC units will be located within equipment 
rooms in each building. Other noise that can be expected to be associated with the proposed Project 
will include occasional fire alarms and landscaping equipment. Landscaping and maintenance activities 
would occur occasionally and are exempt from the City’s noise standards per County Code 9.52.020 
as long as they occur between the hours of seven AM and eight PM. Safety, warning and alarm devices, 
including, but not limited to, house and car alarms, and other warning devices that are designed to 
protect the public health, safety, and welfare. Finally, California Assembly Bill 1307 specifies that the in 
the context of residential projects, noise generated by residents and their guests is not to be considered 
as a significant effect on the environment for purposes of CEQA. 
 
As shown in Exhibit 24, peak operational noise is expected to range between 34 and 39 dBA Leq at the 
nearby sensitive receivers and will not exceed the County’s daytime stationary noise standard of 65 
dBA Leq (10- minute) or the nighttime standard of 45 dBA-10-minute Leq as provided in Policy N 2.3 of 
the County of Riverside General Plan Noise Element. Project operation would not result in substantial 
increases in ambient noise levels. No mitigation is required. Operational noise modeling worksheets 
are provided in Appendix I(b).  
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Exhibit 24 

Operational Noise Levels 

 
Source: Roma Environmental 

Signs and symbols 

Proposed 6--n Sohd Vinyt Fence 

Proposed Budding 

Recerver * Point source - HVAC 

Par1<1ng lot 

lffl Noise Level Tables (dBA, Leq) 
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Operational Noise (Off-Site): In order to determine if Project generated vehicle trips would result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels, they were evaluated in light of the existing noise 
environment, which is dominated by vehicle traffic. Project generated vehicle traffic would result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels if: 
 

1. It results in a 5 dBA increase or more at noise sensitive land uses where existing ambient noise 
levels are than 60 dBA; 

2. It results in a 3 dBA increase at a noise sensitive land use where existing ambient noise levels 
range between 60 and 65 dBA; or 

3. If it results in a 1.5 dBA increase at a noise sensitive land use where existing noise levels exceed 
65 dBA. 

 
The proposed Project would generate 243 vehicle trips that will access the Project Site via Columbia 
Street locally, and State Highway 74 for more regional trips. Traffic count data provided by the County 
of Riverside3 shows that there are approximately 6,344 vehicle trips a day traveling on Columbia Street 
in vicinity of the proposed Project and per Caltrans operational data4 21,300 trips per day travelling on 
State Highway 74. 
 
As shown in Table 18, the modeled existing traffic noise level at the right-of-way of Columbia Street in 
the vicinity of the Project Site is 71.42 dBA CNEL and modeled existing plus Project traffic noise level 
is 71.45 dBA CNEL. Further, the existing modeled traffic noise levels at the right-of-way of State 
Highway 74 is 72.3 dBA CNEL and modeled existing plus Project traffic noise level is 72.75 dBA CNEL. 
Therefore, the Project generated vehicle traffic would result in a less than 1 dB increase in ambient 
noise levels and therefore, would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels per the 
Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) standards. No mitigation is required. Traffic noise 
modeling sheets are provided in Appendix I(b). 

 
Table 18 

Change in Existing Noise Levels Along Roadways as a Result of Project (dBA CNEL) 

 
 CNEL at 100 Feet Change in 

Noise Level 
Applicable FICON 
Standard (dBA) 

Potential Significant 
Impact (Yes/No) Roadway Existing Without 

Project 
Existing Plus 

Project 
Columbia 

Street 
71.42 71.45 0.03 1.5 N 

Highway 74 72.73 72.75 0.02 1.5 N 

 
Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts:  Due to the current low volumes of traffic along Columbia Street and 
the low amount of residential vehicle traffic generated by the Project and other projects in the area, the 
Project will not cause a significant cumulative noise impact. 
 

Long Term Off-Site Impacts:  No long term impacts will occur with the Project and therefore, mitigation 
to address Long Term Off-Site Impacts will not be required. 
 
Findings of Fact 27.a): Based upon the above analysis, with the implementation of MMs NOI-1 and 

NOI-2 to address temporary construction impacts, the Proposed Project would have a less than 
signigficant potential not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. Impacts will be less than significant with the 
incorporation of standard conditions of approval and with the implementation of MMs NOI-1 and NOI-

2. 
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27.b): VIBRATION 
 
Project construction would result in excessive groundborne vibration that could lead to “architectural” 
damage if exceeds 0.2 PPV (in/sec). The greatest potential sources of groundborne vibration expected 
to be utilized during construction of the Project include a vibratory roller and a large bulldozer. As shown 
in Table 15, a vibratory roller can generate a vibration level of approximately 0.21 in/sec PPV at a 
distance of 25 feet, while a large bulldozer can generate a vibration level of 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet. 
Groundborne vibration associated with these two pieces of equipment at the nearest off-site structures 
was estimated. Worksheets are provided in Appendix I(b). 
 
Based on the provided site plan and aerial photographs, the nearest off-site structures are within ten 
feet of the property line of the Project Site. Assuming a worst-case scenario that assumes that if a large 
bulldozer is utilized along the property line, PPV levels may reach up to 0.035 in./sec. at these 
structures, exceeding the 0.2 PPV in./sec. damage threshold. Thus, mitigation is necessary to minimize 
potential vibration impacts to less than significant. As stated above, use of a vibratory roller also has 
the potential to result in damage to off-site structures. As shown in Exhibit 3, driveways and parking 
areas are proposed as close as 10 feet from the property line where there are also existing off-site 
structures within 10 feet from the property line. PPV levels associated with the use of a vibratory roller 
in preparation of proposed driveways and parking areas could reach up to 0.29 in./sec. at these 
structures, and could exceed the 0.20 PPV in./sec. damage threshold. These mitigation measures 
would prohibit the use of large bulldozers within 15 feet of off-site structures, and would prohibit the use 
of vibratory rollers within 25 feet of existing off-site structures. Together, these mitigation measures 
(MMs NOI-3 and NOI-4), would ensure that the proposed Project would have a less than significant 
potential to generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels during 
construction. As the Project would not generate operational vibration such that nearby sensitive 
receptors would be impacted, there would not be any operational groundbourne vibration impacts. 
 
Findings of Fact 27.b): Based upon the above analysis, with the implementation of MMs NOI-3 and 

NOI-4 to address construction related vibration impacts, the Proposed Project would have a less than 
signigficant potential not generate operational vibration such that nearby sensitive receptors would be 
impacted, there would not be any operational groundbourne vibration impacts. Impacts will be less than 
significant with the incorporation of standard conditions of approval and with the implementation of MMs 
NOI-3 and NOI-4. 
 
Mitigation: Enforcement of Riverside County Noise Ordinance standard conditions of approval, as well 
as Mitigation Measures MMs NOI-1 through NOI-4, below.  
 
MM-NOI-1  Equip all large bulldozers, tractors, loaders and backhoes, pavers and paving equipment 

with mufflers that provide at least 10 dB in noise emission reduction or otherwise show 
that they do not exceed their noise emission reference levels shown in Table 17 minus 
10 dB. For example, the contractor would need to show that bulldozers onsite do not 
exceed a sound level of 72 dB Lmax at a distance of 50 feet. This shall be accomplished 
by submitting sound specifications from the manufacturer or by field measurement. 

 
MM-NOI-2  Limit construction hours of operation to between the hours of 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM 

during the months of June through September, and 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM during the 
months of October through May. 

 
MM-NOI-3 In order to avoid exceeding the threshold for potential groundborne vibration damage 

during construction, the use of large bulldozers within 15 feet of existing off-site 
structures shall be prohibited. 
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MM-NOI-4  In order to avoid exceeding the threshold for potential groundborne vibration damage 
during construction, the use of vibratory rollers within 25 feet of existing off-site structures 
shall be prohibited. 

 
Monitoring: Riverside County Building Department inspections during Project grading and construction 
for compliance with construction hours. 
 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 
28. Paleontological Resources 

a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto-
logical resource, site, or unique geologic feature? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-8 “Paleontological Sensitivity”, Paleontological 
Resource Impact Mitigation Program (“PRIMP”) Report for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, 
PAR 200034, BGR, Riverside County, California, Brain F. Smith& Associates, Inc., February 3, 2022. 

INTRODUCTION AND LOCATION 

This Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) report has been completed for the 
Columbia Heights Apartments Project (PAR200034; BGR), which is located at 25914 Columbia Street, 
northeast of the intersection of Columbia Street and Acacia East Avenue in the community of East 
Hemet, in unincorporated Riverside County, California. The Project is situated just outside the city limits 
of Hemet within the northwest one-fourth of Section 12, Township 5 South, Range 1 West, of the San 
Bernardino Baseline and Meridian, on the U. S. Geological Survey 7.5- minute Hemet, California 
topographic quadrangle map (Exhibit 25). The Project consists of one parcel totaling 2.41 acres. The 
Project applicant plans to develop the property as a 36-unit apartment complex consisting of four 
buildings. 

As the lead agency, the County of Riverside has required the submittal of a PRIMP as part of a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)/Conditions of Approval for the Project. Implementation of 
this PRIMP addresses the treatment of scientifically significant fossil remains that might be uncovered 
by earthmoving activities at previously unknown fossil sites within the Project.  
 

Without the PRIMP, fossil remains and associated specimen and corresponding geologic data would 
be lost to excavation activities and unauthorized fossil collecting. The guidelines proposed in this PRIMP 
are consistent with the intent and provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the 
environmental guidelines of the County of Riverside, and the procedures outlined by the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (2010). This PRIMP identifies any documented, nearby fossil localities; 
summarize the geology underlying the site and assess the potential to contain paleontological 
resources; evaluates the potential of Project activities to negatively impact fossil resources that might 
exist at the Project; and provides guidelines for mitigation of potential impacts. The proposed guidelines 
should be implemented for any mass grading and excavation-related activities, including utility and 
storm drain trenching, during construction within the Project. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

CEQA, which is patterned after the National Environmental Policy Act, is the overriding environmental 
regulation that sets the requirement for protecting California’s paleontological resources. CEQA 
mandates that governing permitting agencies (lead agencies) set their own guidelines for the protection 
of nonrenewable paleontological resources under their jurisdiction. 

□ □ □ 
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State of California: Under “Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act,” 
as amended in December 2018 (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, 
Sections 15000 et seq.), procedures define the types of activities, persons, and public agencies required 
to comply with CEQA. Section 15063 of the CCR provides a process by which a lead agency may 
review a Project’s potential impact to the environment, whether the impacts are significant, and provide 
recommendations, if necessary. 
 

In the State’s CEQA’s Environmental Checklist Form, one of the questions to answer is, “Would the 
Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature?” (Appendix G, Section VII, Part f). This is to ensure compliance with California Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.5, the law that protects nonrenewable resources including fossils: 
 
a) A person shall not knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, any 
historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including 
fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, rock art, or any other archaeological, 
paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the express permission of the 
public agency having jurisdiction over such lands. 
 
b) As used in this section, “public lands” means lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the state, 
or any city, county, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency thereof. 
 
c) A violation of this section is a misdemeanor. 
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Exhibit 25 

Geologic Map 
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County of Riverside Guidelines: For Riverside County, policies concerning paleontological resources 
are addressed under the 2015 Multipurpose Open Space Element of the Riverside County General 
Plan, and are as follows: 

OS 19.6 Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed for development has high 
paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure OS-8, a paleontological resource impact 
mitigation program (PRIMP) shall be filed with the County Geologist prior to site grading. 
The PRIMP shall specify the steps to be taken to mitigate impacts to paleontological 
resources. 

OS 19.7 Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed for development has low 
paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure OS-8, no direct mitigation is required 
unless a fossil is encountered during site development. Should a fossil be encountered, 
the County Geologist shall be notified and a paleontologist shall be retained by the project 
proponent. The paleontologist shall document the extent and potential significance of the 
paleontological resources on the site and establish appropriate mitigation measures for 
further site development. 

OS 19.8 Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed for development has 
undetermined paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure OS-8, a report shall be filed 
with the County Geologist documenting the extent and potential significance of the 
paleontological resources on site and identifying mitigation measures for the fossil and 
for impacts to significant paleontological resources prior to approval of that department. 

OS 19.9 Whenever paleontological resources are found, the County Geologist shall direct them to 
a facility within Riverside County for their curation, including the Western Science Center 
in the City of Hemet. (County of Riverside 2015a). 

A comprehensive review of paleontological resources, including regulatory background, permitting 
conditions, significance thresholds, and procedures for the treatment of discovered resources, can be 
found in the County’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (County of Riverside 2015b). 

GEOLOGY 

Regionally, the Project lies near the eastern edge of the Perris block of the Peninsular Ranges batholith 
(Morton and Matti 2005). The active San Jacinto fault zone lies one to two miles east of the Project. 
Based on geologic mapping by Lancaster et al. (2012), the Project is located on Holocene to late 
Pleistocene-aged young alluvial fan deposits, consisting mostly of unconsolidated, undissected 
boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand and silt (areas labeled “Qyf” in Exhibit 25 on the following page). Morton 
and Matti (2005) refer to these deposits as the Holocene and late Pleistocene aged young alluvial fan 
deposits of Bautista Canyon, Unit 1, predominately characterized as gravel, sand, and silt. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Definition: Paleontological resources are the remains of prehistoric life that have been preserved in 
geologic strata. These remains are called fossils and include bones, shells, teeth, and plant remains 
(including their impressions, casts, and molds) in the sedimentary matrix, as well as trace fossils such 
as footprints and burrows. Fossils are considered older than 5,000 years of age (Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology 2010) but may include younger remains (subfossils) when viewed in the context of local 
extinction of the organism or habitat, for example. Fossils are considered a non-renewable resource 
under state and county guidelines (Section II of this report). 

Paleontology: Older, middle to early Pleistocene-aged very old alluvial fan deposits likely underlie the 
younger alluvial fan deposits at the surface, at an unknown depth. These Pleistocene deposits are 
exposed about one mile south of the Project (area in colored olive labeled “Qvof” in Exhibit 25) and are 
known to yield the fossilized bones of Pleistocene mammals, such as extinct bison, camels, and giant 
ground sloths in western Riverside County (Jefferson 1991). The closest known fossils from alluvial 
deposits similar to the Project are located just south of the Hemet- Ryan Airport, consisting of the bones 
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of an extinct horse and other unidentified large mammal remains (Kennedy 2006). These fossils are 
housed at the Western Science Center (WSC) in Hemet. 

Professional Standards: The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (2010) has drafted guidelines that 
include four categories of paleontological sensitivity for geologic units (formations) that might be 
impacted by a proposed Project, as listed below: 

• High Potential: Rock units from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate, plant, or trace fossils 
have been recovered. 

• Undetermined Potential: Rock units for which little information is available concerning their 
paleontological content, geologic age, and depositional environment, and that further study is 
needed to determine the potential of the rock unit. 

• Low Potential: Rock units that are poorly represented by fossil specimens in institutional 
collections or based on a general scientific consensus that only preserve fossils in rare 
circumstances. 

• No Potential: Rock units that have no potential to contain significant paleontological resources, 
such as high-grade metamorphic rocks and plutonic igneous rocks. 

Using these criteria, based on the fossil record of the geologic formation at the Project, and the 
distribution of nearby fossil localities, the Project may be considered to have an undetermined potential 
to yield significant paleontological resources. The underlying Pleistocene very old alluvial deposits may 
be considered to have a high potential to yield significant paleontological resources. 

Riverside County Sensitivity: The Riverside County Land Information System ranks the alluvial deposits 
at the subject property as having a “High (High B)” paleontological sensitivity. A “High B” ranking 
indicates that fossils may be encountered at or below four feet deep and may be impacted during 
excavation by construction activities (County of Riverside 2015b; County of Riverside Land Information 
System 2021). 
 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Research has revealed the presence of Holocene to late Pleistocene-aged young alluvial fan deposits 
mapped at the Project. The depth of the age transition from Holocene to late Pleistocene within these 
deposits is unknown. Pleistocene very old alluvial fan deposits likely underlie the young alluvial fan 
deposits at an unknown depth. In western Riverside County, Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits are known 
to yield terrestrial vertebrate fossils. Paleontological monitoring is recommended, beginning at a depth 
of four feet, in accordance with the County’s assignment of a High B paleontological potential for the 
parcel. Monitoring of artificial fill or disturbed soils is not warranted. 
 
Findings of Fact 28.a): Based on the analysis above, there is a potential for the Proposed Project to 
impact unknown paleontological resources during ground disturbing activities at the Project Site. 
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would avoid or minimize potential Project 
impacts to paleontological resources. With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts to 
paleontological resources would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation:  
 
MM-PALEO-1:  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF GRADING PERMITS: 

1. The applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist approved by the County to create 
and implement a Project-specific plan for monitoring site grading/earthmoving 
activities (Project paleontologist). 

2. The Project paleontologist retained shall review the approved development plan and 
grading plan and conduct any pre-construction work necessary to render appropriate 
monitoring and mitigation requirements as appropriate. These requirements shall be 
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documented by the Project paleontologist in a Paleontological Resource Impact 
Mitigation Program (PRIMP). This PRIMP shall be submitted for approval by the 
County Geologist prior to issuance of a Grading Permit. Information to be contained 
in the PRIMP, at a minimum and in addition to other industry standards and Society 
of Vertebrate Paleontology standards, are as follows: 

a. A corresponding and active County Grading Permit (BGR) Number must be 
included in the title of the report. PRIMP reports submitted without a BGR number 
in the title will not be reviewed. 

b. PRIMP must be accompanied by the final grading plan for the subject Project. 
c. Description of the proposed site and planned grading operations. 
d. Description of the level of monitoring required for all earth-moving activities in the 

Project Area. 
e. Identification and qualifications of the qualified paleontological monitor to be 

employed for grading operations monitoring. 
f. Identification of personnel with authority and responsibility to temporarily halt or 

divert grading equipment to allow for recovery of large specimens. 
g. Direction for any fossil discoveries to be immediately reported to the property 

owner who in turn will immediately notify the County Geologist of the discovery. 
h. Means and methods to be employed by the paleontological monitor to quickly 

salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays. 
i. Sampling of sediments that are likely to contain the remains of small fossil 

invertebrates and vertebrates. 
j. Procedures and protocol for collecting and processing of samples and 

specimens. 
k. Fossil identification and curation procedures to be employed. 
l. Identification of the permanent repository to receive any recovered fossil material. 

*Pursuant the County “SABER Policy”, paleontological fossils found in the County 
should, by preference, be directed to the Western Science Center in the City of 
Hemet. A written agreement between the property owner/developer and the 
repository must be in place prior to site grading. 

m. All pertinent exhibits, maps, and references. 
n. Procedures for reporting of findings. 
o. Identification and acknowledgement of the developer for the content of the 

PRIMP as well as acceptance of financial responsibility for monitoring, reporting 
and curation fees. The property owner and/or applicant on whose land the 
paleontological fossils are discovered shall provide appropriate funding for 
monitoring, reporting, delivery and curating the fossils at the institution where the 
fossils will be placed and will provide confirmation to the County that such funding 
has been paid to the institution.  

p. All reports shall be signed by the qualified paleontologist responsible for the 
report’s content. All reports shall also be signed by all other parties responsible 
for the report’s content (eg. Professional Geologist), as necessary. A signed 
electronic copy of the report, Project plans, and all required review applications 
shall be uploaded to the County’s PLUS Online System: 
(https://planning.rctlma.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/2023-
06/PLUS%20Online%20Upload%20Instructions%20-%20Paleontology%20-
%20Updated%20June%202023.pdf).  
Reports and/or review applications are not to be submitted directly to the County 
Geologist, Project Planner, Land Use Counter, Plan Check, or any other County 
office. In addition, the applicant shall submit proof of hiring (i.e., copy of executed 
contract, retainer agreement, etc.) a Project paleontologist for the in-grading 
implementation of the PRIMP. 
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Safeguard Artiacts Being Excavated in Riverside County (SABER) 
 

Monitoring: Monitoring shall be conducted by the Project Paleontologist in coordination with the 
County Geologist. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project: 
29. Housing 

a) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

b) Create a demand for additional housing, 
particularly housing affordable to households earning 80% or 
less of the County’s median income? 

    

c) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

 
Source(s):   Project Application Materials, GIS database, Riverside County General Plan Housing 
Element 

29.a): DISPLACE PEOPLE OR HOUSING 

The Project Site currently has a primary residence that houses a family of five and an ancillary 
residence that has one occupant. Therefore, the Project will displace six existing residents, The 
Proposed 36-unit apartment Project offers one-, two- and three-bedroom units that will generate 
approximately one hundred future residents, assuming 2.8 persons per unit. This offsets the loss of the 
two dwelling units and the six existing residents being displaced. 

Findings of Fact 29.a): Based on this analysis, the Proposed Project does not displace substantial 
numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. Impacts will be less than significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

29.b): CREATE A DEMAND FOR ADDITIONAL HOUSING 

The Proposed 36-unit apartment Project does displace two existing dwelling units and incrementally 
creates a demand to replace these units. However, the Proposed 36 unit apartment Project offers 
additional housing that offsets that loss by providing housing for approximately 100 new residents. The 
Applicant is proposing to offer housing affordable to households earning 80% or less of the County’s 
median income and is working with the Riverside County Housing Authority to implement affordable 
housing within the Project. 
 

Findings of Fact 29.b): Based on this analysis, the Proposed Project does not create a demand for 
additional housing, particularly housing affordable to households earning 80% or less of the County’s 
median income. The Project will create opportunities for additional affordable housing. This is a positive 
impact. There will be no negative impacts. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 

29.c):INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL UNPLANNED POPULATION GROWTH 

The Riverside County General Plan – San Jacinto Valley Area Plan Land Use Plan designates the 
Project Site as Community Development Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR). This land use 
designation allows a density of from two (2) to five (5) dwelling units per acre. The Riverside County 
Zoning Code designates the eastern portion of the Project Site as R-3, Multi-family Residential, the 
western landlocked portion of the Project Site is Zoned A-1-5, Light Agriculture. 

The General Plan Amendment is requesting a land use designation of Community Development: Very 
High Density Residential (CD:VHDR) that would allow from 14 to 20 dwelling units per acre. The 
proposed 36-unit apartment Project on 2.4 gross acres results in 15 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). 
The Zone Change is requesting the eastern landlocked portion of the Project Site be changed to R-3, 
Multi-family Residential, the same as the R-3 Zoning that currently exists on the western portion of the 
property. 

The proposed GPA is a residential infill Project to increase density. The Project is consistent with the 
County’s Vision and Planning Principles as stated in the General Plan. The foundational component 
(Community Development) will not be changing. Exhibits 20 and 21 document the Project Site is 
surrounded by similar multifamily residential uses and is conveniently located within walking distance 
of commercial retail along Florida Avenue – the major arterial in the community. 

The Project Site fronts on Columbia Street and does not require the extension of roads or other 
infrastructure. Existing water, electricity, natural gas and sewer infrastructure are available adjacent to 
the Project Site 

Findings of Fact 29.c): Based on this analysis, the Proposed Project does not induce substantial 
unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) because the site is surrounded by similar multifamily residential uses or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure) because no road or other infrastructure 
extensions are required. Impacts will be less than significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES:  Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the following public services: 
 
30. Fire Services     

 

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Safety Element, Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 
Development Impact Fee Capital Improvement Plan (DIF Capital Improvement Plan). 
Google Earth. 

30. Fire protection services are provided by both the Hemet Fire Department and the Riverside County 
Fire Department. Both City and County Fire Department have contracts with the California Department 
of Forestry. The contract provides various fire related services, including emergency medical services, 

□ □ □ 
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fire prevention, disaster preparedness, fire safety inspections, hazardous materials business plan 
programs and plan reviews. 

The service contract for fire protection includes a Regional Fire Protection Program with surrounding 
cities, such as Hemet and San Jacinto, wherein each city and the surrounding County area has access 
to and benefits from the services provided by fire stations in the other jurisdictions. Further, the Riverside 
County Fire Department operates under a Regional Fire Protection Program, which allows its fire 
stations to actively support one another regardless of geographic or jurisdictional boundaries. 

When an emergency call is received, the station that is physically closest to the emergency will respond, 
even if the emergency is located outside the station’s official “jurisdiction.” This provides the community 
with the most effective and efficient method of emergency response and allows for the shared use of 
specialized equipment and personnel between neighboring communities. 

At present, the Riverside County Fire Department has an International Organization for Standardization 
(ISO) fire insurance rating of Class 4. 

The Riverside County Fire Department located at 25954 Standford Street is the closest fire station. it is 
located 0.8 miles east of the Project Site. 

Hemet Fire Station No. 1 located at 220 North Juanita Street at the Hemet Civic Center is located 
approximately 1.5 miles west of the Project Site and has a response time of approximately 3 to 4 
minutes. This Fire Station was built in 1960 and has three double bays and is capable of handling six 
fire apparatus. Hemet Fire Station No. 5 located at 120 North Hemet Street is located approximately 
1.4 miles east of the Project Site and has a similar response time. This Fire Station was reopened in 
2015. In addition to these two Fire Stations, the City of Hemet and Riverside County have five other 
Fire Stations that are from 3.1 miles to 6.5 miles distance from the Project Site. 

The Project Applicant is required to pay development impact fees to account for potential impacts of 
the Proposed Project under Ordinance No. 659. The current fee for fire protection is $481 per unit. The 
Proposed Project includes all fire safety and suppression measures recommended by the County Fire 
Marshall, such as appropriate building materials, fire sprinklers, and paved fire access. Therefore, no 
significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Findings of Fact 30: Based upon the Project design that meets Riverside County Fire Code, proposed 
fire equipment access requirements set forth by the County Fire Marshall and the payment of 
development impact fees set forth by Ordinance No. 659, the Proposed Project will not result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
government facilities or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for County of Riverside Fire Department services. 
Impacts will be less than significant with the incorporated mitigation. 

Mitigation: Standard conditions of approval required by the Riverside County Fire Marshall and 
Riverside County Ordinance 659.. 

Monitoring: Riverside County Plan Check process prior to the issuance of flammable construction 
building permits. 
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31. Sheriff Services     □ □ □ 
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Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, Safety Element, Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 
Development Impact Fee Capital Improvement Plan (DIF Capital Improvement Plan). 
Google Earth. 
 

31. The Riverside County Sheriff Office serving the San Jacinto Valley area is located at 43950 
Acacia Avenue, 3.4 miles east of the Project Site. The response time to the Project Site is approximately 
4 to 5 minutes. 

The Hemet Police Department has eight divisions and close to 100 sworn officers and support staff to 
protect & serve the citizens of the Hemet and the adjacent unincorporated area of Western Riverside 
County. The Hemet Police Department is located at 450 East Latham Avenue. Approximately 1.6 miles 
west of the proposed Project Site. The response time to the Project Site is approximately 3 to 4 minutes. 

The Project Applicant is required to pay development impact fees to account for potential impacts of 
the Proposed Project under Ordinance No. 659 for County criminal justice infrastructure. The current 
fee for multi-family development is $1,015 per unit. 
 

Findings of Fact 31: Based upon the payment of development impact fees set forth by Ordinance No. 
659, the Proposed Project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for County 
of Riverside Sheriff and the supporting Criminal Justice services. Impacts will be less than significant with 
the incorporated mitigation. 
 
Mitigation: Standard conditions of approval required by Riverside County Ordinance 659. 
 

Monitoring: Riverside County Plan Check process prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
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32. Schools     
 

Source(s):   School District correspondence, GIS database, Hemet Unified School District Statutory 
School Fee (Level I) for residential construction is $4.79 per square foot, effective July 3, 2022. 
 

32. The proposed Columbia Heights 36-unit residential Project is served by the Hemet Unified School 
District which has 13 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, 3 high schools and 3 alternative 
schools/education centers. School attendance is based on specific attendance areas. The schools 
serving the Project Site are Ramona Elementary School, Dartmouth Middle School and Hemet High 
School. 

The Project is required to pay Hemet Unified School District (HUSD) school impact fees based on 
current Developers Fees for residential development set forth by the District and the State of California 
prior to the issuance of a building permit. The approved Alternative School Fee (Level II) for new 
residential construction is $4.79 per square foot, effective July 3, 2022. The proposed 36-unit, 38,556 
square foot living area contained within the Columbia Heights Residential Apartment Project is currently 
required to pay the HUSD school district a developer fee of approximately $184,683. 

Findings of Fact 32: Based on this information and documentation, with standard HUSD and State of 
California conditions of approval and the payment of the current HUSD's development impact fee prior 

□ □ □ 
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to the issuance of a building permit, the proposed Columbia Heights Apartment Project does not result 
in significant adverse impacts to school district facilities. This size of this residential apartment Project 
at this location does not require the construction of any new schools which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable school facilities or other performance objectives 
of the Hemet Unified School District. Impacts will be less than significant with the incorporated 
mitigation/standard conditions of approval. 

Mitigation: Standard conditions of approval required by Hemet Unified School District Statutory School 
Fee (Level I) for residential construction effective July 3, 2022 

Monitoring: Prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
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33. Libraries     
 

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan 

33. The Hemet Public Library at 300 East Latham Avenue is located 1.6 miles west of the Project Site. 
The Riverside County Main Library is located at 3900 Mission Inn Avenue in Downtown Riverside. 

As a standard condition of approval for multi-family residential projects, this Project is required to pay 
County Ordinance No. 659 development impact fees based upon the incremental increase in the 
demand for other public facilities prior to the issuance of a building permit. This includes current 
Ordinance No. 659 fees for Library Construction and Books/Media for the San Jacinto Valley is 
$120/unit for multifamily units, 

Findings of Fact 33: Based upon the payment of development impact fees set forth by Ordinance 659, 
the Proposed Project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for County of Riverside 
Library Facilities and Books. Impacts will be less than significant with the incorporated mitigation. 
 
Mitigation: Standard conditions of approval required by Riverside County Ordinance 659. 

Monitoring: Riverside County Plan Check process prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
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34. Health Services     
 
Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, County of Riverside Health Agency, Riverside County 
Department of Environmental Health, Google Earth. 

34. Health Services are be provided by several public agencies and facilities within the region. The 
nearest hospital to the Project Site is Hemet Global Medical Center, located approximately one mile 
west of the Project Site. This Hospital provides cardiology care services / cardiac lab, primary stroke 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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center, orthopedic services, maternal child health services, vascular services, total joint replacement 
Ct/MRI scans, subacute long term care unit, skilled nursing facility, and 24-hour emergency services. 

The Riverside County Health Agency provides services to County residents through the Riverside 
University Health System. The closest offices are located at 800 South Sanderson Avenue, 
approximately five miles west of the Project Site. Main Offices are located in Downtown Riverside 
The Proposed 36-unit residential Project does not result in significant population increase that would 
generate additional demand for health services. The incremental demand for less than one hundred 
(100) residents for the Proposed Project is expected to be met by the existing nearby Riverside County 
Health Agency offices, the Hemet Global Medical Center, Kaiser Hospital, Valley Health System 
Services, Riverside County In Home Supportive Services, Riverside County Mental Health Services 
and other nearby urgent care facilities. 

Findings of Fact 34: Based on the documentation of the proximity of existing health providers in the 
area of the Proposed Project and the Project’s incremental increase in population, the Project impacts 
on existing public agency and private health facilities will be less than significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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RECREATION  Would the project: 
35. Parks and Recreation 

a.  Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

b. Increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

c. Be located within a Community Service Area (CSA) 
or recreation and park district with a Community Parks and 
Recreation Plan (Quimby fees)? 

    

 
Source(s):   GIS database, Ord. No. 460, Section 10.35 (Regulating the Division of Land – Park and 
Recreation Fees and Dedications), Ord. No. 659 (Establishing Development Impact Fees), Parks & 
Open Space Department Review, City of Hemet and San Jacinto Parks and Recreation Web Site. 
Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District 2020 Master Plan Update. 

35,a): INCLUDE RECREATION FACILITIES OR REQUIRE THE CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION 
OF RECREATION FACILITIES 

The Proposed 36-unit apartment Project incorporates close to 10,000 square feet of recreational areas 
that include sheltered picnic and barbeque areas, a tot lot and common open space for resident 
activities. This Project does not require the construction or expansion of offsite recreation facilities. 
 

The City of Hemet has twelve (12) parks that encompass over 100 acres in close proximity to the Project 
Site. This includes the 60-acre Brubaker Community Park, the 12=acre Gibble Park and the 16-acre 
Mary Henley Park. There is also the 483-acre Simpson Wilderness Park that is located approximately 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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4 miles south of the Project Site. The City of San Jacinto has over thirty (30) parks that offer over 170 
acres of varied park and recreation opportunities. The Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District 
operates an Aquodic Center, a Sports Park and the 36-acre Valley-Wide Regional Park. 

The County of Riverside Ordinance 659, Section 7 for the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan sets forth a 
development impact fee of $591 per unit for Regional Parks and $137 per unit for Regional Trails.  

Findings of Fact 35.a): Based upon the existing park and recreation opportunities that exist in the 
surrounding area and payment of development impact fees set forth by Ordinance 659, the Proposed 
Project includes recreational facilities but does not require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Impacts will be less than 
significant with the incorporated mitigation. 
 

Mitigation: Standard conditions of approval required by Riverside County Ordinance 659. 
 

Monitoring: Riverside County Plan Check process prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 

35.b): INCREASE THE USE OF EXISTING PARKS 

See response to 35.a) above. Riverside County, the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto and the Valley- 
Wide recreation and Park District offer extensive park and recreation opportunities nearby and 
surrounding the Project site. 

Findings of Fact 35.b): Based upon the existing park and recreation opportunities that exist in the 
surrounding area and payment of development impact fees set forth by Ordinance 659, and the 
Project’s proposed Tot Lot and BBQ areas. the Proposed Project does not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. This impact is considered less than 
significant. 

 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 

35.c): LOCATED WITHIN A COMMUNITY SERVICE AREA 

The Proposed Project is located within the Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District. This District was 
formed on July 27, 1972, to provide recreation and park services and now serves residents within an 
800-square-mile area encompassing Hemet, San Jacinto, Valle Vista, Sage, Aguanga, Winchester, 
Menifee, and French Valley. 

In January 1987, the Board of Supervisors of Riverside County adopted an amendment to the County’s 
General Plan that would govern the implementation of the Quimby Act, which was established by the 
State of California in 1965 to allow local jurisdictions to accept dedications of land, payment of fees in 
lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for park and recreation purposes. The District's initial Master Plan 
was prepared in 1987, in part to serve as a mechanism by which to acquire parkland dedications and/or 
payments of fees for the subdivision of land within the District boundaries. In 1999, the updated master 
plan focused on the growth and development of park and recreation needs for the next 10 years, 
including the establishment of Landscape Maintenance Districts (LMDs). In 2010, the updated master 
plan provided a working document that focused the District to meet current needs, positioned the District 
for future expansion, and allowed the District to address changing demographics and future recreation 
trends. 

Today, the District operates and maintains: • 80+ parks and facilities • 11 community centers • 1 aquatic 
center • 2 dog parks • 61 ball fields • 40 soccer fields • 13 tennis courts • 10+ pickle ball courts • 1 golf 
course • 60+ miles of streetscape. 
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The District adopts budgets every two years and is funded by four sources of revenue: property tax, 
program fees, benefit assessments, and grants. Property tax and benefit assessments cover the cost 
of administration, maintenance, acquisition, capital improvements, debt payments (certificates of 
participation), utilities, and operations. Program fees cover the cost of programs which are self- 
sustaining. Grant funds can only be used for their specific intended purpose. 

Findings of Fact 35.c): Based on this documentation, the District’s funding sources and payment of 
development impact fees set forth by Ordinance 659, the Proposed Project is located within a 
Community Service Area (CSA) or recreation and park district with a Community Parks and Recreation 
Plan and pays appropriate taxes and development impact fees that do not result in a negative impact 
to this Special District. This impact is considered less than significant. 
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36. Recreational Trails 
a. Include the construction or expansion of a trail 

system? 

    

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Figure C-6 Trails and Bikeway System, County of Riverside 
General Plan San Jacinto Valley Area Plan, Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District 2020 Master Plan 
Update. 

36.a): CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION OF A TRAIL SYSTEM 

The Proposed Columbia Heights 36-unit Apartment Project is a residential infill Project that is not 
located adjacent to or near the County’s Recreational Trails or Bikeway System. The Project does 
provide safe access the Columbia Street and the area’s main commercial corridor, Florida Avenue, just 
north of the Project Site. The Project does not include the construction of a portion of a trail system but 
does comply with Ordinance 659 and pays development impact fees of $137 per unit that is directed 
toward Regional Multipurpose Trails in the surrounding area. 

Findings of Fact 36a): Based on this documentation the proposed Infill residential Project does not 
include the construction of a trail system but does contribute to the expansion and maintenance of the 
County’s Recreational Trails and Bikeway System through the payment of development impact fees 
set forth by Ordinance 659. Therefore, there will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required 
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TRANSPORTATION  Would the project: 
37. Transportation  

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

    

b.  Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?     

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 

    

d. Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered 
maintenance of roads?     

e. Cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s 
construction?     

f. Result in inadequate emergency access or access to 
nearby uses?     

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, OPR and Riverside County Guidelines and the Western 
Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Online Screening Tool., ITE Trip Generation, 11th Edition, 
for Land Use 220 “Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)”, Columbia Heights Apartment Project Transportation 
Study – VMT Screening Analysis, Translutions, Inc. February 2022. Project Application Materials and 
Site Plan. 

37.a) CIRCULATION SYSTEM CONFLICT 
 

The Columbia Heights Apartment Project Transportation Study – VMT Screening Analysis was prepared 
by Translutions, Inc. and is included as Technical Appendix  J. Trip generation for the Project is based 
on rates for Land Use 220 “Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)” from the ITE Trip Generation, 11th Edition. 

Riverside County Guidelines include VMT analysis methodologies, screening tools, and thresholds to 
address changes to CEQA pursuant to SB-743. The OPR, in their Technical Advisory, also includes 
screening thresholds. Based on both the OPR and County Guidelines, if a Project is located in a low 
VMT area based on the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Online Screening Tool, 
the Project can be considered to have a less than significant impact on VMT and a detailed VMT analysis 
is not required. Table 19 summarizes the Columbia Heights Apartment Project trip generation. 
 

Table 19 

Project Trip Generation 

 

 
Land Use 

 
Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour  
Peak Hour 

Total 

 
Daily Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Apartments      
Trip Generation 36 DU 0.10 0.30 0.40 0.32 0.19 0.51 1.82 6.74 

Rates 1  3 11 14 12 6 18  243 

Trip Generation      

Total Trip Generation  3 11 14 12 6 18 32 243 
Notes: DU = Dwelling Unit 
1 Trip generation based on rates for Land Use 220 - "Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)" from Institute of Transportation 
Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation (11th Edition). 
Source: Translutions, Inc. 

 

As shown in Table 19, the Project is anticipated to generate 14 trips during the a.m. peak hour, 18 trips 
during the p.m. peak hour, and 243 net new daily trips. The Project generates less than 50 trips in any 
peak hour. The Project’s 32 total peak hour trip generation are below the thresholds of significance 
requiring a traffic analysis. The Project is also located in a low VMT area, and therefore, exempt from a 
detailed VMT analysis. Therefore, based upon the OPR and County Guidelines and the Western 
Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Online Screening Tool, a traffic study is not required for 
this Project. Based on the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Online Screening 
Tool, the Project can be considered to have a less than significant impact on VMT and a detailed VMT 
analysis is not required. 

□ □ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 
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The Project Site has a 132-foot frontage along Columbia Street between Florida Avenue and Acacia 
Avenue. The County required half width improvements include additional paved width, curb, gutter and 
an eighteen-foot-wide sidewalk. This provides safe and adequate access to public transit available 
along Florida Avenue, and for safe roadway, bicycle and pedestrian access to the surrounding 
circulation system. 

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 659 current development impact fees, the Project is required to pay the 
current  Multi-family Traffic Improvement Facilities and Traffic Signals fees of $362 a unit. 

Findings of Fact 37a): Based on the above WRCOG Screening Analysis Criteria, and County Guidelines 
for VMT analysis, the Project’s required half width improvements to Columbia Street that abuts the 
Project Site, and based on Ordinance 659 development impact fees that must be paid prior to issuance 
of a building permit, the Proposed Project does not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. There 
will be no impacts.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

 
37.b) CEQA GUIDELINES 15064.3.(b) 
 
State CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3 sets forth criteria for determining the Significance of 
Transportation Impacts. Subsection (b) states: 
 
Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts. 

(1) Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may 
indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit 
stop or a stop along an existing high quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than 
significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the Project Area 
compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than significant transportation 
impact. 
 
(2) Qualitative Analysis. If existing models or methods are not available to estimate the vehicle miles 
traveled for the particular Project being considered, a lead agency may analyze the Project's vehicle 
miles traveled qualitatively. Such a qualitative analysis would evaluate factors such as the availability 
of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc. For many projects, a qualitative analysis of construction 
traffic may be appropriate. 
 

Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a 
Project's vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, 
per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a Project's vehicle 
miles traveled and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial 
evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revisions to model outputs 
should be documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the Project. The 
standard of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section. 

The analysis in Section 37.a) concludes that The Project’s 32 total peak hour trip generation are below 
the thresholds of significance requiring a traffic analysis. The Project is also located in a low VMT area, 
and therefore, exempt from a detailed VMT analysis. Therefore, based upon the OPR and County 
Guidelines and the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Online Screening Tool, a 
traffic study is not required for this Project. Based on the Western Riverside Council of Governments 
(WRCOG) Online Screening Tool, the Project can be considered to have a less than significant impact 
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on VMT and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. 

In addition, the Project Site is located within one-half mile of a Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) fixed 
transit Route 28 that travels along Florida Avenue with stops less than one-eighth a mile away and 
connections throughout Hemet, San Jacinto and the surrounding County areas 

Findings of Fact 37.b): Based on the criteria set for in Sections 37.b)(1) and (2) above, and the Western 
Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) and the County of Riverside Online Screening Tools, and 
the RTA’s access to nearby public transit,  the Project can be considered to have a less than significant 
impact on VMT, detailed VMT analysis is not required. Therefore, the Proposed Project does not conflict 
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). There will be no significant 
impacts. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
37.c): HAZARDS DUE TO DESIGN OR INCOMPATIBLE USES 

The infill residential Project Site has a 132-foot frontage along Columbia Street between Florida Avenue 
and Acacia Avenue. The County required half width improvements include additional paved width, curb, 
gutter and a sidewalk. This provides safe and adequate access to public transit available along Florida 
Avenue, and for safe roadway, bicycle and pedestrian access to the surrounding circulation system. 
The intersection of Florida Avenue and Columbia Street is signalized for safe turning movements. The 
Project does not propose or result in any sharp curves or dangerous intersections and does not propose 
any incompatible uses that would create a hazardous design feature. 

Findings of Fact 37.c): Based on the documentation above, the Proposed Project does not substantially 
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment). There will be no impacts. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
37.d): ROAD MAINTENANCE 

See response to 37,c) above. The Project is required to maintain private driveways and parking areas 
within the Project Site. The Project is required to comply with County Ordinance 659 which sets forth a 
one-time development impact fee for incremental impacts on the County’s highway system, which 
includes ongoing maintenance. The 32 peak hour trips and 243 daily trips  generated by the 36-unit 
apartment Project does not create a specific significant maintenance effect on Columbia Street, Florida 
Avenue or any other public right-of-way in the surrounding area. Driveways within the Project Site will 
be maintained by the Applicant. 

Findings of Fact 37.d): Based on the documentation above and in 37.d), the Proposed Project does not 
cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered maintenance of roads. There will be no impacts. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
37.e): CIRCULATION DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTIONS 

The Project Site has a 132-foot frontage along Columbia Street between Florida Avenue and Acacia 
Avenue. The County required half width improvements include additional paved width, curb, gutter and 
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a sidewalk. This construction will not require the closure of Columbia Street or disrupt circulation or 
access to adjacent or surrounding properties. Short-term daily traffic resulting from construction related 
vehicles is estimated to generate significantly less than the of the 36-unit apartment Project and does 
meet the WRGOG or County VMT threshold requirement for a separate VMT analysis. Installation of 
the County required right-of-way improvements within Columbia Street described above and short-term 
construction vehicle traffic will not cause a significant adverse effect on traffic along Columbia Street or 
other surrounding street. 
 

Findings of Fact 37.e): Based on the documentation above the Proposed Project does not cause a 
significant effect upon circulation during the Project’s construction. There will be no impacts, 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
37.f): EMERGENCY ACCESS 

f) The Project’s interior driveways and circulation system have been designed to meet Riverside County 
Fire Marshall standards for all County fire truck turning movement requirements. Project plans show all 
gates and indicate whether they are sliding or swinging. The plans provide a truck turning template 
showing how emergency vehicles will circulate within the site and show how an emergency vehicle will 
turn around to exit from the access adjacent to all proposed buildings. The plans show the location of 
all existing and proposed hydrants and provide elevations/ building heights and square feet. The 
Project’s proposed driveways and circulation system do not affect access to adjacent and nearby uses 
or emergency access to the uses. 

Findings of Fact 37.f): Based on the documentation above the Proposed Project does not result in 
inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses. There will be no impacts. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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38. Bike Trails 
a. Include the construction or expansion of a bike 

system or bike lanes? 

    

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan, San Jacinto Area Plan, Hemet General Plan, San Jacinto 
General Plan, Google Earth. 

38.a): Notable trails within the San Jacinto Area Plan include a Class I Bike Path/Regional Trail System 
that runs through the southern part of the plan area near the Diamond Valley Recreation Area. The 
path connects with another regional trail system that runs both in the southern half of the area plan and 
along the San Jacinto River. The trail capitalizes on the natural features of the area and creates access 
to the river for area residents. The regional trail also connects with another bike path that follows State 
Route 79. 

The closest existing bike path is located approximately 0.15 miles north of the Project Site along both 
sides of Florida Avenue. There are no existing bike trails on Columbia Street. The Project does not 
propose or include the construction or expansion of a bike system or bike lanes. The Columbia Heights 
36-unit infill Apartment Project is not located next to or designated for public rights-of-way bike lanes 

□ □ □ 
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or a bike trail system by either the City of Hemet or Riverside County. However, the Project is 
constructing the full half-width of Columbia Street adjacent to the Project Site that includes a 14-foot 
wide area within the public right of way. This are includes landscaping and a 6-foot wide sidewalk that 
can safely connect bicyclists to the existing bile lanes along Florida Avenue. The Project is also 
contributing to the expansion and improvement of bike lanes through the payment of circulation 
development fees required by County Ordinance 659. 
 
Findings of Fact 38.a): Based on the documentation above the Proposed Project does not include the 
construction or expansion of a bike system or bike lanes, There will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and 
that is: 

39. Tribal Cultural Resources 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1 (k)? 

    

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? (In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American 
tribe.) 

    

Source(s):  County Archaeologist, AB52 Tribal Consultation, Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment 
for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR 200034, Riverside County, California, APN 438-220- 
002, Brain F. Smith and Associates, Inc, February 2022; Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for 
the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR200034, Riverside County, California, Appendix B, Brian 
F. Smith, Inc. March 2022; On-Site Inspection, Project Application Materials,  
 

39.a & b):  
 

Archaeological/Historical Records Search: An archaeological records search was requested from the 
Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the University of Riverside on November 23, 2021. The records 
search indicates that 26 historic resources that have been recorded within one mile of the Project. Land 
Patent records held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and accessible through the BLM 
General Land Office (GLO) website were also reviewed for pertinent Project information. In addition, 
archival research was conducted utilizing historic maps, aerial photographs, newspapers, the Robert 
J. Fitch County of Riverside Archives, County Assessor’s data, and Ancestry.com. Further, the BFSA 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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research library was also consulted for any relevant historical information. 

Native American Consultation: Brian F. Smith and Associates (BFSA) requested a review of the SLF 
by the NAHC to determine if any recorded Native American sacred sites or locations of religious or 
ceremonial importance are present near the Project. The Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) results were negative for the presence of sacred sites or locations of 
religious or ceremonial importance near the Project.  
 
Findings of Fact 39.a & b): 
 
SB18 
Senate Bill 18 (SB18) also called the Traditional Tribal Cultural Places bill was signed into law 
September of 2004 and took effect March 1, 2005. SB 18 refers to PRC §5097.9 and 5097.995 which 
defines cultural places as: • Native American sanctified cemetery place of worship, religious or 
ceremonial site, or sacred shrine (PRC §5097.9). • Native American historic, cultural, or sacred site, 
that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources pursuant to 
Section 5024.1, including any historic or prehistoric ruins, any burial ground, any archaeological or 
historic site (PRC §5097.993). SB 18 established responsibilities for local governments to contact, 
provide notice to, refer plans to, and consult with California Native American Tribes that have been 
identified by the NAHC and if that tribe requests consultation after local government outreach as 
stipulated in Government Code (GC) §65352.3. The purpose of this consultation process is to protect 
the identity of the cultural place and to develop appropriate and dignified treatment of the cultural place 
in any subsequent Project. The consultation is required whenever a general plan, specific plan, or open 
space designation is proposed for adoption or to be amended. In addition to the requirements stipulated 
above, SB 18 amended GC §65560 to “allow the protection of cultural places in open space element of 
the general plan” and amended Civil Code §815.3 to add “California Native American tribes to the list 
of entities that can acquire and hold conservation easements for the purpose of protecting their cultural 
places.”  
 
As part of the application process, California Native American Tribes must be given the opportunity to 
consult with the County for the purpose of preserving, mitigating impacts to, and identifying cultural 
places located on Project land. 
 
In compliance with Senate Bill18 (SB18), Riverside County requested a Sacred Lands File search and 
a consultation list from the Native American Heritage Commission (“NAHC”) of tribes whose historical 
extent includes the Project Area. Project notices were sent on August 22, 2022. The only tribe to request 
SB18 consultation was the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, who responded in an emailed letter dated 
October 07, 2022.  
 
AB52 
Changes in the California Environmental Quality Act, effective July 2015, require that the County 
address a new category of cultural resources – tribal cultural resources – not previously included within 
the law’s purview. Tribal Cultural Resources are those resources with inherent tribal values that are 
difficult to identify through the same means as archaeological resources. These resources can be 
identified and understood through direct consultation with the tribes who attach tribal value to the 
resource.  Tribal cultural resources may include Native American archaeological sites, but they may 
also include other types of resources such as cultural landscapes or sacred places. The appropriate 
treatment of tribal cultural resources is determined through consultation with tribes.  
 
In compliance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB52), notices regarding this Project were mailed to all requesting 
tribes on August 22, 2022.   
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No response was received from the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, Rincon Band of Luiseno 
Indians, the Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians, Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians, Pala 
Band of Mission Indians, Cahuilla Band of Indians or the Colorado River Indian Tribe.   
 
The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians responded in an emailed letter dated September 29, 2022, 
declining consultation and the Quechan Historic Preservation Officer responded on August 23,2022 
deferring consultation to closer tribes.  
 
The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians responded in an emailed letter dated October 07, 2022, requesting 
to consult on this Project. Project documents were provided to the tribe on October 17, 2022, and this 
meeting was discussed on March 15, 2023. No tribal cultural resources were identified by Soboba and 
consultation was concluded the same day. Although no specific physical Tribal Cultural Resources were 
identified, Soboba expressed concerns that the Project has the potential for as yet unidentified 
subsurface tribal cultural resources. The tribe requested that a Native American monitor be present 
during ground disturbing activities so any unanticipated finds will be handled in a timely and culturally 
appropriate manner. Therefore, a Native American monitor will be required to be present during ground 
disturbing activities associated with this Project (TCR-01) . In addition, the Project will be required to 
adhere to State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 in the event that human remains are 
encountered and by ensuring that no further disturbance occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin of the remains. Furthermore, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 (b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the 
treatment and their disposition has been made. (TCR-02). 
 
CEQA requires the Lead Agency to address any unanticipated cultural resources discoveries during 
Project construction. Therefore, a condition of approval that dictates the procedures to be followed 
should any unanticipated cultural resources be identified during ground disturbing activities has been 
placed on this Project. (TCR-03)  
 
With the inclusion of the following mitigation measures, impacts to tribal cultural resources will be less 
than significant.  
 
Mitigation:  
 
MM-TCR-01  Native American Monitor 

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the developer/permit applicant shall enter into 
an agreement with the consulting tribe(s) for a Native American Monitor. The Native 
American Monitor(s) shall be on-site during all initial ground disturbing activities and 
excavation of each portion of the Project Site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, 
grading and trenching. In conjunction with the Archaeological Monitor(s), the Native 
American Monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or halt the 
ground disturbance activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of 
cultural resources. Activities will be documented in Tribal Monitoring Notes which will be 
required to be submitted to the County Archaeologist prior to grading final inspection. 
The developer/permit applicant shall submit a fully executed copy of the agreement to 
the County Archaeologist to ensure compliance with this condition of approval. Upon 
verification, the Archaeologist shall clear this condition. 

 
This agreement shall not modify any condition of approval or mitigation measure. 

 
MM-TCR-02  Human Remains 

If human remains are found on this site, the developer/permit holder or any successor in 
interest shall comply with State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. 
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MM-TCR-03  Unanticipated Resources 
The developer/permit holder or any successor in interest shall comply with the following 
for the life of this permit. If during ground disturbance activities, unanticipated cultural 
resources* are discovered, the following procedures shall be followed: 

 
All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered cultural resource shall 
be halted and the applicant shall call the County Archaeologist immediately upon 
discovery of the cultural resource. A meeting shall be convened between the developer, 
the Project archaeologist**, the Native American tribal representative (or other 
appropriate ethnic/cultural group representative), and the County Archaeologist to 
discuss the significance of the find. At the meeting with the aforementioned parties, a 
decision is to be made, with the concurrence of the County Archaeologist, as to the 
appropriate treatment (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural 
resource. Resource evaluations shall be limited to nondestructive analysis. Further 
ground disturbance shall not resume within the area of the discovery until the appropriate 
treatment has been accomplished. 

 
* A cultural resource site is defined, for this condition, as being a feature and/or three 
or more artifacts in close association with each other. 
 
** If not already employed by the Project developer, a County approved archaeologist 
shall be employed by the Project developer to assess the significance of the cultural 
resource, attend the meeting described above, and continue monitoring of all future site 
grading activities as necessary. 

 
Monitoring: Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified Native American monitor in coordination with 
the Project Archaeologist. 
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  Would the project: 
40. Water 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm 
water drainage systems, whereby the construction or 
relocation would cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

    

 

A. Source(s): Environmental Protection Agency Website on Water Usage; Lake Hemet Municipal 
Water District 2015 Urban Water Management Plan; Lake Hemet Municipal Water District Will 
Serve Letter, Statement of Water and Sewer Availability, February 14, 2022; Easter Municipal 
Water District Web Site; Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(RCFC) Web Site; Riverside County Ordinance 859 Water Efficient Landscape Requirements, 
November 2009. Wikipedia; Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for 
the Columbia Heights 36-Unit Apartment Project, HP Engineering, Inc. September 2023; 
Preliminary Hydrology Study & Hydraulics Report for 36-Unit Apartment Complex, HP 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Engineering, Inc., August 2023. Telephone conversations with Lake Hemet Municipal Water 
District Engineer Jason Venerable, July 2024. 

 

40.a) EXPANDED WATER, SEWER, WASTEWATER TREATMENT OR STORMWATER DRAINAGE 
SYSTEMS, 

Water: The Lake Hemet Municipal Water District (LHMWD) currently provides domestic potable water 
service to the Project Site. LHMWD’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) was adopted in 
2016. Water planning is an essential function of water suppliers but becomes critical as California 
grapples with ongoing drought and expected long-term climate changes. Prior to the adoption of the 
Urban Water Management Planning (UWMP) Act, there were no specific requirements that water 
agencies conduct long-term resource planning. While many water agencies conducted long-term water 
supply and resource planning prior to the Act, those that did not were left vulnerable to supply 
disruptions during dry periods or catastrophic events. 

The UWMP Act has been modified over the years in response to the State's water shortages, droughts, 
and other factors. A significant amendment was made in 2009, after the drought of 2007- 2009 and as 
a result of the governor's call for a statewide 20 percent reduction in urban water use by the year 2020. 
This was the Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as SB X7-7. This Act required agencies to 
establish water use targets for 2015 and 2020 that would result in statewide savings of 20 percent by 
2020. 

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), a typical family of four uses approximately 
300 gallons per day (gpd). The LHMWD’s 2015 UWMP indicates in 2010, a typical single family home 
uses approximately 0.46 acre feet of water. There are 325,851 gallons in an acre-foot of water, so in 
2010 a single family home used approximately 410 gallons per day within the LHMWA’s service area. 
Other water purveyors in the Southern California area indicate apartments and townhomes typically 
use about 20 percent less than a single family home, so this analysis estimates each apartment unit 
will each utilize approximately 325 gallons per day (GPD).  Given the Project proposes 36 apartment 
units, and is removing 2 residential units, the residential use will utilize approximately 11,050 GPD. The 
County of Riverside enforces California Water Resources Control Board (CWRC) requirements that 
mandate water conserving fixtures in all new dwelling units. This Project must document that all interior 
water fixtures meet state low flow requirements prior to issuance of a building permit.  

The proposed Project must also meet Riverside County Ordinance 859, which sets forth specific water 
conservation measure for landscape irrigation (See Exhibit 10b, Conceptual Landscape Plan, Sheet 2, 
Landscape Water Use Calculations Chart) . The Columbia Heights Landscape Plan incorporates a 
water efficient irrigation system that meets those requirement. The Chart on Page 2 of the Landscape 
Plans documents the Project will have a Maximum Annual Water Allowance (MAWA) of 5,223 cubic 
feet of water annually. Given there are 7.481 liquid gallons of water per cubic foot, the Project will utilize 
approximately 107 GPD for landscaping. This results in an overall daily water consumption of 
approximately 11,160 GPD 

The LHMWD currently has an 8-inch water line in Columbia Street adjacent to the Project Site and 
provides water service to the two existing residences on the property. The Water District has provided 
a conditional “Will Serve Letter” that is contained in this Environmental Assessment – Initial Study’s 
Technical Appendix L.  

In July 2024, the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) initiated a new San Jacinto Valley 
Groundwater Treatment Facility. EMWD has previously completed four new groundwater wells and 
pipelines that will deliver water to the Valley. Projected to be operational in the spring of 2026, the 
facility will use filtration media technology to remove iron and manganese from local groundwater 
supplies in the Valley. Once the water leaves the treatment facility, it will be delivered to homes and 
businesses throughout the region, helping to increase EMWD’s local water supplies. At peak capacity, 
the facility would produce more than 11,000 acre feet of clean and safe water per year -- enough for 
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more than 25,000 households annually. 

Wastewater Treatment: The Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) provides wastewater services 
to approximately 239,000 customers within its service area and currently treats approximately 43 million 
gallons per day of wastewater at its four active regional water reclamation facilities through 1,813 miles 
of sewer pipelines. EMWD has five regional water reclamation facilities which treat approximately 46 
million gallons of wastewater every day.  

In 2015, EMWD completed wastewater treatment improvements that increased its maximum capacity 
to 14 million gallons per day in the San Jacinto Planning Area. The new facility increase capacity 
preparing EMWD for the anticipated growth in population and development throughout the San Jacinto 
Valley. It was also designed to meet more stringent state regulations for the treatment of wastewater 
and the production of recycled water. Today the plant currently treats 7 million gallons per day. The 
expansion of the plant allowed EMWD to receive wastewater from throughout the San Jacinto Valley 
and, through a mostly biological process, transform it into tertiary-level recycled water. That recycled 
water is pumped through a separate distribution system and delivered to the region for non-potable 
reuse. Those uses include water for irrigation of crops, golf courses, school fields, parks, and landscape 
medians. The facility also has 2 megawatts  (1000 kilowatts) solar arrays that help reduce the electrical 
energy needs of the plant. Recycled water is not currently available or used within EMWD service area. 
The nearest recycled water pipeline is 21/2 miles from the Project Site service area. However, EMWD 
staff have discussed potential pipeline options and demand estimates for potential future recycled water 
availability to the Hemet and San Jacinto area. 

Online sources estimate each person in the United States generates approximately 200 liters per 
person per day for a household of four persons, or 800 liters. This equals approximately 211 gallons 
per household per day (Wikipedia). This analysis is using closer to the estimated water consumption  
each apartment is generating at 80 percent of its daily water consumption, which is approximately 325 
GPD. Therefore, the estimated wastewater generated by each apartment unit at 80 percent is 
approximately 260 GPD. This totals approximately 9,360 gpd for the 36-unit Project. Given the EMWD 
currently has approximately 7 mgd capacity available, the Proposed Project will consume 
approximately 0.0013 percent of EMWD’s remaining capacity. EMWD’s capacity of 14 MGD with 7 
MGD still available demonstrates this Project does not require the construction of new or expanded 
sewer treatment facilities. According to the LHMWD, there is an 8-inch sewer line in Columbia Street 
adjacent to the Project Site that has sufficient sewer capacity to accommodate the Project’s increased 
incremental increase in flow. Sewer installation and connection fees in place at the time of development 
will be collected by LHMWD. No new or expanded treatment facilities or local sewer lines are required 
as a result of Project implementation. 

Storm Drains: The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC) is 
responsible for the management of regional drainage within and in the vicinity of the San Jacinto Valley, 
including rivers, major streams and their tributaries, and areas of significant sheet flows. The District is 
empowered with broad management functions, including flood control planning and construction of 
drainage improvements for regional flood control facilities, as well as watershed and watercourse 
protection related to those facilities. To carry out their mandate, the RCFC also has power of taxation, 
bonded indebtedness, land and water rights acquisition, and cooperative partnerships with local, state, 
and federal agencies. The Riverside County Board of Supervisors is the official decision-making body 
for RCFC. 

The RCFC’s Local Implementation Plan (LIP) describes the specific Urban Runoff management 
programs and activities that are implemented to comply with the requirements of the Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, Order No. R8-2010-0033, issued to the Riverside County 
Permittees in the Santa Ana Region (SAR) by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Santa Ana Regional Board) on January 29, 2010 (2010 SAR MS4 Permit).  This is the fourth MS4 
Permit that has been issued to Riverside County by the Santa Ana Regional Board.  This LIP provides 
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a description of the programs and activities that the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District) is implementing to comply with the 2010 SAR MS4 Permit and to reduce 
pollutants in Urban Runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP).  This LIP will be updated at least 
annually to incorporate new and revised compliance programs specified in the 2010 SAR MS4 Permit. 

In general, this LIP provides details regarding the District's implementation of the programs described 
for the SAR in the latest version of the Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP).  
The LIP is the principal document that comprehensively translates the MS4 Permit requirements into 
actions that the District implements to manage water quality in the MS4.  The DAMP describes the 
overall Urban Runoff management strategies being implemented by the Permittees in the SAR of 
Riverside County.  The terms and acronyms used in this LIP are defined in the glossary of the DAMP.  
To assist in facilitating correlation, references to the applicable section(s) of the 2010 SAR MS4 Permit 
are provided for each of the compliance activities presented in the LIP. 

The Clean Water Act of 1987 established requirements for discharges of Urban Runoff from MS4s 
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.  The 2010 SAR MS4 
Permit regulates discharges of Urban Runoff from MS4 facilities in the SAR of Riverside County.  The 
Permittees covered under the 2010 SAR MS4 Permit are the County of Riverside, the Riverside County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District), and the Cities of Riverside County in the SAR.  
Each Permittee is responsible for compliance with the 2010 SAR MS4 Permit.  The 2010 SAR MS4 
Permit was issued to the Riverside County Permittees by the Santa Ana Regional Board on January 
29, 2010. 

Within the jurisdictional boundaries of the District, additional MS4 storm drains, channels and basins 
may be present that are not owned by the District.  These may include MS4 owned/operated by other 
Permittees of the 2010 SAR MS4 Permit, and other non-MS4 Permittee entities, including federal, state, 
tribal, and private MS4 systems. The Lake Hemet Municipal Water District (LHMWD) owns and 
operates the sewer system that serves the Project Site. 

Stormwater: The Riverside County Flood Control District  has existing storm drain line facilities in the 
vicinity of the Project Site and has an 18-inch inch storm drain within Columbia Street adjacent to the 
Project Site.  

Current stormwater flows from the Project Site toward the existing stormwater infrastructure will be the 
same or less than existing conditions through the implementation of the Project’s Preliminary Water 
Quality Management Plan (WQMP). The Project proposes a drainage and stormwater capture system 
that filters pollutants and discharges into subsurface chambers the percolate back into the groundwater 
system. This filtration and underground system has been designed to meet the required Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) MS4 standards for specific site hydrologic 
conditions. The Project’s Grading Plan (Exhibit 19, Hydrology Section) shows the location of the 
stormwater system and details of the filtration system and underground storage chambers. 
 

Section F. of the WQMP, Hydrologic Conditions of Concern (HCOC) Analysis, documents. Additional 
LID BMPS are implemented onsite to mitigate potential erosion or habitat impacts as a result of HCOCs. 
This is being conducted by an evaluation of site-specific conditions utilizing accepted professional 
methodologies published by entities such as the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), 
the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCRWP), or other Co-Permittee approved 
methodologies for site-specific HCOC analysis.  
 

The pre-development hydrograph has been compared with the post-development hydrograph, for a 2-
year frequency storm. Generally, the hydrologic conditions of concern are not significant, if the post-
development hydrograph is no more than 10% greater than pre-development hydrograph. In cases 
where excess volume cannot be infiltrated or captured and reused, discharge from the site must be 
limited to a flow rate no greater than 110% of the pre-development 2-year peak flow. The increased 
flow due to the Proposed Project is being mitigated to a level that meets SARWQCB low impact 
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development standards through the use of a filtration system and onsite underground storage 
chambers. 

As a standard condition of approval, the County of Riverside Building Department must review and 
approve a Final Water Quality Management Plan prior to the issuance of a grading and/or building 
permit.  

The existing stormwater infrastructure is of sufficient size to accommodate the mitigated stormwater 
flows required to serve the new proposed apartment use. The Project proposes to meet Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and County "low impact development (LID) requirements that require on-site 
retention and infiltration of initial stormwater flows. No new or expanded local or regional storm drain 
facilities are required to support the proposed 36-unit apartment Project. The Project is required to pay 
incremental storm drain improvement fees to the County that cover costs related to ongoing fair share 
maintenance and operation of stormwater infrastructure prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped many of the areas of the United 
States subject to flooding from 100-year storms. The resulting documents, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRMs), serve as the basis for determining the need for and availability of federal flood 
insurance. According to the National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 
06065C2105G, last revised August 28, 2008, this map is noted "Other Flood Areas." The Project Site 
is in "Zone X", which is "areas of 0.2% annual chance flood; areas of 1% annual chance flood with 
average depth of less than 1 foot or within drainage areas less than 1 square mile." The Site Plan for 
the Columbia Heights Apartment Project demonstrate proposed building, landscaping, parking lot and 
stormwater catch basin improvements will not significantly impede or redirect flood flows. 

Findings of Fact 40.a): Based upon this documentation, the Columbia Heights Apartment Project does 
not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, 
or storm water drainage systems, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects. Impacts will be less than significant with State of California, Riverside County 
and Lake Hemet Municipal Water District standard conditions of approval applied. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required with standard conditions of approval applied Monitoring: No 

monitoring is required. 

40.b): SUFFICIENT WATER SUPPLIES 

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), a typical family of four uses approximately 
300 gallons per day (gpd). The LHMWD’s 2015 UWMP indicates in 2010, a typical single family home 
uses approximately 0.46 acre feet of water. There are 325,851 gallons in an acre-foot of water, so in 
2010 a single family home used approximately 410 gallons per day within the LHMWA’s service area. 
Other water purveyors in the Southern California area indicate apartments and townhomes typically 
use about 20 percent less than a single family home, so this analysis estimates each apartment unit 
will each utilize approximately 325 gallons per day (GPD).  Given the Project proposes 36 apartment 
units, and is removing 2 residential units, the residential use will utilize approximately 11,050 GPD. The 
County of Riverside enforces California Water Resources Control Board(CWRC) requirements that 
mandate water conserving fixtures in all new dwelling units. This Project must document that all interior 
water fixtures meet state low flow requirements prior to issuance of a building permit.  

The proposed Project must also meet Riverside County Ordinance 859, which sets forth specific water 
conservation measure for landscape irrigation (See Exhibit 10b, Conceptual Landscape Plan, Sheet 2, 
Landscape Water Use Calculations Chart) . The Columbia Heights Landscape Plan incorporates a 
water efficient irrigation system that meets those requirement. The Chart on Page 2 of the Landscape 
Plans documents the Project will have a Maximum Annual Water Allowance (MAWA) of 5,223 cubic 
feet of water annually. Given there are 7.481 liquid gallons of water per cubic foot, the Project will utilize 
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approximately 107 GPD for landscaping. This results in an overall daily water consumption of 
approximately 11,160 GPD. 

The LHMWD currently has an 8-inch water line in Columbia Street adjacent to the Project Site and 
provides water service to the two existing residences on the property. The Water District has provided 
a conditional “Will Serve Letter” that is contained in this Environmental Assessment – Initial Study’s 
Technical Appendix L.  

Findings of Fact 40.b): Based upon documentation in Section 40.a), documentation in this Section and 
current national, state, regional, County and Water District standards and conditions of approval, the 
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District has and adopted an Urban Water Master Plan that accommodates 
future growth consistent with County land use regulations and has sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years. Impacts will be less than significant with approval of the general plan amendment and zone 
change and with standard conditions of approval applied. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required with standard conditions of approval applied.  

Monitoring: monitoring is required at the Building Permit level of County Review. 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
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No 
Impact 

 
Source(s): Lake Hemet Municipal Water District Will Serve Letter, Statement of Water and Sewer 
Availability, February 14, 2022; Easter Municipal Water District Web Site; Riverside County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC) Web Site; Riverside County Ordinance 859 Water 
Efficient Landscape Requirements, November 2009. Wikipedia; Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
Will Serve Letter, Statement of Water and Sewer Availability, February 14, 2022; Easter Municipal 
Water District Web Site; Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC) Web 
Site; Riverside County Ordinance 859 Water Efficient Landscape Requirements, November 2009. 
Wikipedia; Telephone conversations with Lake Hemet Municipal Water District Engineer Jason 
Venerable, July 2024. 

41.a) Construction or Expansion of Existing Wastewater Treatment Facilities:  

See response to 40.a) “Wastewater Treatment above. EMWD completed an upgraded wastewater 
facility expansion Project in 2015 that  increased the maximum capacity to 14 million gallons per day 
(GPD). The new facility increase capacity preparing EMWD for the anticipated growth in population and 
development throughout the San Jacinto Valley. It was also designed to meet more stringent state 
regulations for the treatment of wastewater and the production of recycled water. Today the plant 
currently treats 7 million gallons per day.  
 

41. Sewer 

a. Require or result in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or 
expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or 
relocation would cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that serves or may service the project that 
it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

    

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), a typical family of four uses approximately 
300 gallons per day (gpd). The LHMWD’s 2015 UWMP indicates in 2010, a typical single family home 
uses approximately 0.46 acre feet of water. There are 325,851 gallons in an acre-foot of water, so in 
2010 a single family home used approximately 410 gallons per day. Other water purveyors in the 
Southern California area indicate apartments and townhomes typically use about 20 percent less than 
a single family home, so this analysis estimates each apartment unit will each utilize approximately 325 
gallons per day (GPD).  Given the Project proposes 36 apartment units, and is removing 2 residential 
units, the residential use will utilize approximately 11,050 GPD. The County of Riverside enforces 
California Water Resources Control Board (CWRC) requirements that mandate water conserving 
fixtures in all new dwelling units. This Project must document that all interior water fixtures meet state 
low flow requirements prior to issuance of a building permit. 
 

The LHMWD has indicated there are 8-inch sewer lines in Columbia Street adjacent to the Project Site 
that have sufficient sewer capacity. Sewer connection fees in place at the time of development will be 
collected by LHMWD and EMWD. No new or expanded treatment facilities are expected as a result of 
Project implementation. 

Findings of Fact 41.a): EMWD’s capacity of 14 MGD with 7 MGD still available and availability of 
adequate capacity of the existing 8-inch sewer line in Columbia Street adjacent to the Project Site. This 
demonstrates this Project does not require the construction of new or expanded sewer treatment 
facilities. Based upon this documentation, the Columbia Heights Apartment Project does not require or 
result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, septic systems, or expansion of existing 
facilities, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant environmental effects. Impacts 
will be less than significant with standard conditions of approval applied. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required with standard conditions of approval applied.  

 Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

41.b): ADEQUATE WASTEWATER CAPACITY  

See responses to 40.a) and 41.a) above. 

Findings of Fact 41.b): Based upon this documentation, the Columbia Heights Apartment Project does 
not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may service the Project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments. 
 
 
 Potentially 
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42. Solid Waste 

a. Generate solid waste in excess of State or Local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, 
or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

    

b. Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
wastes including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste 
Management Plan)? 

    

 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Source(s):  CalRecycle Web Site.  Riverside County General Plan; Riverside County Waste 
Management District 

42.a): SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

The City of Hemet’s and adjacent County area trash, recyclables, and organic waste are collected by 
Waste Management. Waste Management recycles glass, metal, plastic, paper and organic waste per 
the requirements of the Riverside County Department of Waste Resources. 

Federal and state regulations ensure that landfill operations minimize impacts to public health and 
safety, and the environment. An important part of the Department’s mission is to apply sound 
environmental practices to ensure compliance with these regulations. 

The Department is required to obtain permits to operate their active landfills in Riverside County. These 
include: a Solid Waste Facilities Permit; Waste Discharge Requirements; a Stormwater Discharge 
Permit; and permits to construct and operate gas management systems, and leachate collection 
systems. These permits are issued and enforced by multiple regulatory agencies. The regulatory 
agencies for the Department's landfills include the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
(CalRecycle), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (enforces air quality regulations), and 
the California Regional Water Quality Control Boards (enforce water quality regulations). The Riverside 
County Department of Environmental Health is the local enforcement agency (LEA) for CalRecycle. 
California Code of Regulations, Title 27 and AQMD Rule 1150.1 are the main regulations. 

The nearest landfill that will serve the proposed Project is the Riverside County Lambs Canyon Landfill. 
Based upon the Cal Recycle web site CIWMB’s database, Lambs Canyon Sanitary Landfill occupies 
an area of 1,088 acres for all of its landfill operations. It has a total permitted disposal volume of 38,936 
cubic yards and has a permit to accept a maximum of 5,000 tons of solid waste per day. CIWBM data 
estimates that the Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill had a remaining capacity of 19,242,950 cubic yards 
in 2015. This Landfill has adequate capacity through 2032 and is permitted for up to 5,000 tons of solid 
waste per day. In 2022 this Landfill had an average of approximately 1,662 tons per day.  

CalRecycle Solid waste generation rates estimate the amount of waste created by residences or 
businesses over a certain amount of time (day, year, etc.). Waste generation includes all materials 
discarded, whether or not they are later recycled or disposed in a landfill. Waste generation rates for 
residential and commercial activities can be used to estimate the impact of new developments on the 
local waste stream. CalRecycle’s estimates for Multi-family residential range from 3.6 pounds per 
dwelling unit per day (lbs/du/day) up to 8.6 lbs/du/day. Assuming an approximate mid-point average of 
5.5 lbs/du/day, the 36-unit Columbia Heights Apartment Project would generate approximately 198 
pounds of solid waste each day. CalRecycle estimates that a cubic yard of trash weighs approximately 
800 pounds. Therefore, the Proposed Project generates approximately 0.25 cubic yards of waste each 
day. Given this Landfill has a capacity of 5,000 tons per day and has a current (2023) average of 
approximately 1,662 tons per day. Given the Proposed Project will generate approximately 0.1 tons per 
day, there is adequate daily capacity at the Lamb Canyon Landfill. 

The Proposed Project includes trash enclosures that allow for the separation of recyclables, and green 
waste/food waste from regular trash directed to landfills as required by CalRecycle and the designated 
waste hauler, Waste Management. 

Findings of Fact 42.a): Based upon the documentation that the Lamb Canyon Landfill has adequate 
daily and long-term capacity, the Columbia Heights Apartment Project does not generate solid waste in 
excess of State or Local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair 
the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. There will be less than significant impacts. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
42.b) COMPLIANCE WITH WASTE REDUCTION STATUATES 

See response to 42.a) above. The proposed Project’s collection and disposal of solid waste will comply 
with Riverside County Department of Waste Resources and Waste Management service policies of 
diverting the maximum amount of recyclable materials from the waste stream and returning these 
materials to productive use. Waste Management also allows for the diversion of green waste away from 
landfill waste stream which is diverted to separate facilities for composting purposes. Riverside County 
Department of Waste Resources and Waste Management continue ongoing coordination with service 
franchisee to expand programs that divert recyclable resources from the waste stream. 

The Proposed Project includes trash enclosures that allow for the separation of recyclables, and green 
waste/food waste from regular trash directed to landfills as required by CalRecycle and the designated 
waste hauler, Waste Management. 

Findings of Fact 42.b): Based upon this documentation, the Lead Agency finds the Columbia Heights 
Apartment Project will comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid wastes including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste Management. Plan). 
There will be less than significant impacts with standard conditions of approval applied. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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43. Utilities 

Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new facilities 
or the expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects? 
a)  Electricity?     
b)  Natural gas?     
c)  Communications systems?     
d)  Street lighting?     
e)  Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?     
 f)  Other governmental services?     

Source(s):   Project Application Materials, Southern California Edison (SCE) Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCal Gas), Spectrum, Direct TV, Mediacom, Dish, Verizon Wireless, AT&T Mobility, and 
T-Mobile;  Riverside County Ordinance 659 Development Impact Fees, Upper San Jacinto Valley Area 
Plan Fees. 

43.a) ELECRICITY  

Southern California Edison (SCE) has electrical infrastructure within the Columbia Street right-of-way 
and adjacent to the Project Site. SCE is providing service to the existing development on the property 
currently but also has adequate resources to provide service to the proposed Project. The Project is 
required to pay connection fees and ongoing monthly usage fees to SCE that cover costs related to 
ongoing consumption of electricity. 

Findings of Fact 43.a): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project does not require 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

~ □ 

~ □ 



 

 Page 163   

or result in the construction of new electricity facilities or the expansion of existing electricity facilities, 
whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant environmental effects There will be less 
than significant impacts on SCE’s infrastructure. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 

43.b). NATURAL GAS 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCal Gas) has natural gas infrastructure within Columbia Street 
adjacent to the Project Site and has adequate resources to provide service to the proposed Project. 
However, the Project does not propose to connect to SoCal Gas and is proposing all electric appliances 
to avoid the use and consumption of fossil fuels that improve air quality and minimize impacts related 
to the generation of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Findings of Fact 43.b): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project does not require 
or result in the construction of new natural gas facilities or the expansion of existing natural gas facilities, 
whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant environmental effects There will be no 
impact on SoCal Gas infrastructure because the proposed Project is all electric and will not be providing 
natural gas infrastructure. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

43.c): COMMUNICATION SYSTEMS 

Spectrum, Direct TV, Mediacom and Dish all provide existing cable, microwave dish and fiber services 
adjacent to or on the Project Site or provide customer service. All wireless carriers, Verizon Wireless, 
AT&T Mobility, T-Mobile and Dish have wireless base stations (Cell sites) in the surrounding vicinity 
and other methods that provide adequate wireless telecommunication service to the Project Site. The 
proposed Project does not require the relocation or construction of new cables, fiber or wireless 
telecommunication facilities to serve the proposed residential apartment Project that could cause 
significant environmental effects. 

Findings of Fact 43.c): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project does not require 
or result in the construction of new communication facility infrastructure or the expansion of existing 
communication facilities or systems, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects There will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

43.d): STREET LIGHTING 

There is existing street lighting within Columbia Street near the Project Site. Additional street lighting 
may be required as a part of the Project’s street improvement plans. If a separate street lighting plan is 
required to be submitted with the street improvement plans as part of the building permit submittal 
package, it is considered as a part of standard conditions of approval. If required, the design engineer 
shall locate the streetlights on the plan and provide the required information per “Plan Submittal” 
requirements prior to submittal of a building permit. Streetlight plans may be submitted ahead of the 
rest of improvement plans, but only after a complete first submittal is reviewed. 

Findings of Fact 43.d): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project does not require 
or result in the construction of new street lighting, whereby the construction or relocation would cause 
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significant environmental effects There will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
3.e): MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC FACILITIES INCLUDING ROADS 

The Proposed 36-unit residential Project is subject to Riverside County Ordinance 659 and is required 
to pay development impact fees for public facilities that include roads, bridges and other transportation 
improvements. There are also development impact fees for traffic signal improvements. Riverside 
County is responsible for undertaking the environmental analysis of proposed major transportation 
improvements that development impacts fees are used for. 

Findings of Fact 43.e): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project does provide for 
the maintenance of public facilities including roads through the payment of development impact fees 
required by Riverside County Ordinance 659. The payment of these fees does not require or result in the 
construction of new street lighting, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects There will be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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WILDFIRE  If located in or near a State Responsibility Area (“SRA”), lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zone, or other hazardous fire areas that may be designated by the Fire Chief, would 
the project: 

44. Wildfire Impacts 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 

    

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, 
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

    

e. Expose people or structures either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires? 

    

Source(s):   Riverside County General Plan Safety Element Figure S-11 “Wildfire Susceptibility”, GIS 
database, Riverside County Fire Ordinance 772, Project Application Site Plan and Landscape Plan. 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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44.a): EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND EVACUATION PLANS 
 

The Riverside County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) serves as the foundation for response and 
recovery operations for the County of Riverside, as it establishes roles and responsibilities, assigns 
tasks, and specifies policies and general procedures. The plan includes critical elements of the 
Standardized Emergency Management System, the National Incident Management System, the 
Incident Command System, and the National Response Framework. The EOP assists with facilitating 
an effective response to any emergency by providing a platform that encourages collaboration between 
The County of Riverside Operational Area (OA) Emergency Operations Center (EOC), first responders, 
and support agencies.   

The Columbia Heights Apartment Project is an "infill" Project with existing residential, institutional and 
commercial development adjacent to and surrounding Project site. The Project proposes to construct 
half-width right-of-way improvements along Columbia Street adjacent to the Project site. The 
surrounding grid street system also currently provides adequate Fire Department and other emergency 
response vehicles.  All surrounding intersections are properly controlled with stop signs and traffic 
signals. The proposed driveway from Columbia Street and the interior circulation system has been 
designed to meet County of Riverside Fire Marshall design criteria for adequate fire truck circulation 
and turning movements. The Project Site is not located in a State Responsibility Area (“SRA”), lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zone, or other hazardous fire areas that may be designated 
by the Fire Chief. This Project at the proposed location does not interfere in any way that would 
adversely affect or impair the County of Riverside’s ability to implement EOC for any type of emergency 
or evacuation plan.  

Findings of Fact 44.a): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project is not located in a 
State Responsibility Area (“SRA”), lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zone and does not 
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. There will be 
no impacts. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 

44.b): EXACERBATE WILDFIRE RISKS 

See responses to 44.a) above. The Project Site is surrounded by urban development and is not located 
in or near a State Responsibility Area (“SRA”), lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zone, 
or other hazardous fire areas that may be designated by the Fire Chief. The Site is relatively flat (less 
than 2% slope). Prevailing winds vary based on low- and high-pressure systems. Santa Ana prevailing 
winds are primarily from the northeast to southwest. The Proposed Residential Apartment Project is 
being designed in compliance with all state and County Fire Code requirements and standards and 
incorporates all County Fire Marshall requirements for safe and adequate interior fire apparatus ingress, 
egress and turning movements. 
 

Findings of Fact 44.b): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project is not located in or 
near a State Responsibility Area (“SRA”), lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zone. Given 
there are no slopes or other factors to exacerbate wildfire risks, the Project does not expose Project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.  
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 
 

44.c): REQUIRE INSTALLATION OR MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE 

See responses to 44.a) above. The Project proposes a new six-inch water line connecting to the Lake Hemet 
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Municipal Water District (LHMWD) existing water line within the adjacent Columbia Street public right-of-way. 
This water line connects to two proposed fire hydrants located within the Project Site and to each buildings 
automatic sprinkler system within each proposed apartment unit. This connection does not require a new water 
source.  The Project does not require the installation or maintenance of other associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result 
in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. The Proposed Residential Apartment Project is 
being designed in compliance with all state and County Fire Marshall review requirements for safe and 
adequate interior fire apparatus ingress, egress and turning movements. The LHMWD has provided a 
“Will Serve Letter” for water service (Technical Appendix L). 

 

Findings of Fact 44.c): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project does not require 
the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary 
or ongoing impacts to the environment. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 

44.d): SIGNIFICANT RISKS FROM DOWNSLOPE/DOWNSTREAM FLOODING OR LANDSLIDES, 

See Responses 44.a) and 44.b) above and Response 14.a). The site lies on a relatively flat surface 
and has a slope of less than 2% . The occurrence of mass movement failures such as landslides, 
rockfalls, or debris flows within such areas is generally not considered common and no evidence of 
mass movement was observed on the site within the Project’s Geotechnical Report. 

Findings of Fact 44.d): Based upon the documentation above, the Proposed Project is not located in or 
near a State Responsibility Area (“SRA”), lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zone. The 
Proposed Project does not expose people or structures to significant risks, involving downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes 
because the Site and surrounding area is flat with less than a 2% slope, the site is not located within a 
flood hazard area and is not subject to landslides. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 
 
44.e): EXPOSE PEOPLE/STRUCTURES TO INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING WILDLAND FIRES 
 

See responses to 44.a) through 44.d) above. The Project Site is not located in a State Responsibility 
Area (“SRA”), lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zone, or other hazardous fire areas that 
may be designated by the Fire Chief.  Therefore, the Project does not expose people or structures 
either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. 
 

Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 

Monitoring:   No monitoring is required 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  Does the Project: 
45. Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat     □ □ □ 
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of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self- sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

Source(s):   Staff Review, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP) Compliance Analysis for the 2.41- Acre 25914 Columbia Heights Apartment Project, Cadre 
Environmental, November 2021,  Project Application Materials 

See previous Sections 7.a) through 7.g), 8.a through 8.b) and 39.a) through 39.b) for specific 
documentation and findings for Mandatory Finding of Significance related to Mandatory Findings of 
Significance for impacts related to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?.  

Section 9.b) within the Archeological  Resources Analysis assessment and Sections 39.a) and 39.b) 
Tribal Cultural Resources analysis that sets forth mitigation measures that adequately protect potential 
archaeological and paleontological resources that may be discovered during Project grading, Those 
mitigation measures combined with other measures resulting from the County of Riverside’s 
consultation process required by AB 52 and standard conditions of approval required by state, regional 
and local reviewing agencies reduce the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self- sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory to levels 
considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated 

Based upon the documentation within the Riverside County General Plan and Zoning Code, the 
required mitigation measures set foth in Section 9.b) and the Project’s standard conditions of approval 
set forth in those technical studies, the Lead Agency finds the proposed Project does not substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory. 

Findings of Fact 45: Based on the analysis contained within this Environmental Assessment – Initial 
Study and the referenced technical studies incorporated by reference, the implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife populations to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory. There will be less than significant impacts with required mitigation 
measures and standard conditions of approval applied. 
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46. Have impacts which are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable"     □ □ □ 
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means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, other current projects and probable future 
projects)? 

Source(s):   Staff Review, Project Application Materials 

As presented in the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 45, the Project would 
have no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact after mitigation with 
respect to all environmental issues. Thus, while the Project will have direct and indirect environmental 
effects, the Project along with other cumulative projects is expected to result in a less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated cumulative impact with respect to all environmental issues and mitigation 
measures presented in this document. 

Findings of Fact 46: Based on the analysis contained within this Environmental Assessment – Initial 
Study, the Proposed Project does not have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable with required mitigation measures set forth in Section 9.b) and with standard conditions 
of approval applied. 
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47. Have environmental effects that will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly 
or indirectly? 

    

Source(s):   Staff Review, Project Application Materials 

The proposed Project does have limited direct and indirect adverse effects on human beings related to 
short-term construction air quality and noise impacts. However, with incorporation of required mitigation 
measures, standard conditions of approval and best management practices applied, those potential 
effects do not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  
Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on human beings with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Findings of Fact 47: Based on the analysis contained within this Environmental Assessment – Initial 
Study, the Proposed Project would not result in environmental effects which would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly with required mitigation measures, 
standard conditions of approval and best management practices incorporated. 
 

EARLIER ANALYSES 
 

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration as per California Code 
of Regulations, Section 15063 (c) (3) (D).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
Earlier Analyses Used, if any:   None 
 

Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: 
 
Location: County of Riverside Planning Department 
 4080 Lemon Street 12th Floor 
 Riverside, CA 92501 
 
 

□ □ □ 
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Referenced Technical Studies and Other Referenced Materials 
 

A. Focused Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Analysis for the Columbia Heights 
Residential Development, County of Riverside, California, Greve and Associates, Inc,; March 
2022. 

 

B. Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Compliance 
Analysis for the 2.41- Acre Columbia Heights Apartment Project, Cadre Environmental. 
November 2021.   
 

C. Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Columbia Heights Apartment Project, PAR 
200034, Riverside County, California, APN 438-220-002, Brain F. Smith and Associates, Inc, 
February 2022;  Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the  Columbia  Heights Apartment 
Project, PAR200034, Riverside County, California, Appendix B, Brian F. Smith, Inc. March 2022. 
 

D. Energy Assessment for the Columbia Heights Residential Development, County of Riverside, 
California, Greve & Associates, March 2022. 
 

E. Soil Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation Report, Proposed 36 Units, Two to Three-Story 
Apartment Complex, 25914 Columbia Street (APN 438-220-002), Hemet Area, Riverside 
County, California, Rodriguez Consulting and Engineering, March 2022. 
 

F. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report,  Proposed 36-Apartment Complex Located at 
25914 Columbia Street, Hemet, CA 92544, USA Environmental, Inc, November 2021. 
 

G. Preliminary Hydrology Study and Hydraulics Report for 36-Uint Apartment Complex,  APN: 438-
220-002, PPT220032, HP Engineering, Inc., August 2023. 
. 

H. Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for the Columbia Heights 36-Unit 
Apartment Project, HP Engineering, Inc. September 2023; Preliminary Hydrology Study & 
Hydraulics Report for 36-Unit Apartment Complex, HP Engineering, Inc., August 2023. 
 

I. (a) Noise Analysis for the Columbia Heights Residential Development Project, Riverside County, 
California, Greve and Associates, Inc., March 2022. 
 

I (b) Noise Impact Analysis for Columbia Heights Project, Roma Environmental, November 2025. 
 

J. Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (“PRIMP”) Report for the Columbia 
Heights Apartment Project, PAR 200034, BGR, Riverside County, California, Brain F. Smith & 
Associates, Inc., February 3, 2022. 
 

K. Columbia Heights Apartment Project Transportation Study – VMT Screening Analysis, 
Translutions, Inc. February 2022. 
 

L. Lake Hemet Municipal Water District, Will Serve Letter, Statement of Water and Sewer 
Availability, February 14, 2022. 
 

M. National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette Map No, 06065C2105G, Zone X, Area of Minimal Flood 
Hazard. Effective August 8, 2008. 
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Prepared by: 
 

Tom Dodson & Associates 
2150 North Arrowhead Avenue 

San Bernardino, California 92405 
(909) 882-3612 

 


